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1.  Introduction 

This document is Appendix H to the Final Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (CCP/EIS).  This document includes the 
following components: 

• Copies of written comments from agencies, businesses, and organizations, with responses 
to those comments 

• A summary of comments from individuals, and responses to individual comments 
• A summary of petitions and form letters received 

• Transcripts of the public hearing testimony 
 

The Draft Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge CCP/EIS was released to the public for a 45-day 
comment period on February 19, 2004.  In addition, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) 
held a series of four public hearings in Westminster, Boulder, Arvada, and Broomfield to allow 
public input on the proposed rehabilitation plan and alternatives.  The Service received over 5,000 
comments through public hearing testimony, letters, emails.  Comments came from 251 individuals 
and 34 agencies or organizations.  The Service also heard from 933 people through form letters and 
petitions.  This Appendix addresses the substantive comments.  Comments, as defined by NEPA 
compliance guidelines, are considered substantive if they: 

• Question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of the information in the document 
• Question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of the environmental analysis 

• Present reasonable alternatives other than those presented in the environmental impact 
statement 

• Cause changes or revisions in the proposal 
 

Comments and responses are divided into two sections.  The first section includes copies of the 
substantive comments made by government agencies, organizations, and businesses.  Beside each 
reproduced letter is the numbered response of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) 
corresponding to each specific comment.   
 
The second part of the response to comments includes a summary of the comments made by the 
general public or other entities.  Many of the comments made by the public were similar to the 
range of issues and concerns that are addressed in the first section.  Rather than print every letter 
from individuals, the Service has summarized the main topics of the comments received and has 
responded to the comment topics that are substantive.  All public comments and hearing testimony 
will be available for review at the Front Range Community College Library, Rocky Flats Reading 
Room or at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge Visitor Center on weekends.  
Where appropriate, the text of the Final CCP/EIS has been revised to address comments. 
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2.  Agency, Business, and Organization 
Comments 

1.  U.S. Department of Energy 
2.  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
3.  Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
4.  Colorado Division of Wildlife 
5.  Colorado Department of Transportation 
6.  Colorado Department of Agriculture - State Weed Program 
7.  Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments 
8.  City of Arvada 
9.  City of Boulder – City Council 
10.  City of Boulder – Open Space and Mountain Parks 
11.  City and County of Broomfield 
12.  City of Westminster 
13.  Town of Superior 
14.  Boulder County Commissioners 
15.  Boulder County Parks and Open Space 
16.  Jefferson County 
17.  City of Golden – Mayor’s office 
18.  City of Golden – City Manager 
19.  Woman Creek Reservoir Authority 
20.  Alliance for Nuclear Accountability 
21.  Boulder Area Trails Coalition 
22.  Boulder County Horse Association 
23.  Church Ranch 
24.  Colorado Wildlife Federation 
25.  League of Women Voters – Jefferson County 
26.  National Wildlife Federation 
27.  Plan Jeffco 
28.  Prairie Preservation Alliance 
29.  Rocky Flats Citizen Advisory Board 
30.  Rocky Flats Cold War Museum 
31.  Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center 
32.  Sierra Club 
33.  Wheelin’ Sportsmen 
34.  Wildlife Management Institute 
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Comment 

# Letter #1 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

1-1 
 
 
 
 

1-2 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

1-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

1-2.  Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a 
Refuge until the EPA certifies that DOE has completed cleanup and 
closure. 
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Comment 

# Letter #2 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2-1 
 
 
 
 
 

2-2 

 

 

 

 

2-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

2-2.  Thank you for your comments. 
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# Letter #2 continued Response 

 
 
 

2-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5 
 

 

 

 

2-3.  Thank you for your comments. 

2-4.  The appropriate sections have been revised in the FEIS to better 
describe the DOE retained area, issues related to an adjacent 
transportation corridor, regional population growth, and gravel 
mining.  Responses to comments 2-7 through 2-15 discuss these 
issues in greater detail. 

2-5.  See response to comment 2-4.  
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Comment 

# Letter #2 continued Response 

 
 
 

2-6 

 

 

 

2-6.  The FEIS discloses the cumulative effects of all reasonably 
foreseeable activities on the Refuge. 
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Comment 

# Letter #2 continued Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 

2-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2-8 
 
 
 
 

2-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2-10 

 

2-7.  Specific responses to these concerns are addressed in response 
to comments 2-8 through 2-15. 

2-8.  Adjacent properties are subject to state and county weed laws.  
The Service will continue to work with adjacent property owners and 
local governments to minimize the establishment and spread of 
noxious weeds. 

2-9.  DOE has had an on-going weed management program to control 
noxious weeds.  Weed management in the DOE retained area will be 
addressed in the final cleanup plans.  The Service will continue to 
work with the DOE, EPA and CDPHE (RFCA parties) to ensure post-
cleanup revegetation plans will minimize the establishment and 
spread of noxious weeds.  The potential cumulative effects of weeds 
from DOE retained land on the Refuge are discussed in the 
Cumulative Impacts section of Chapter 4. 

2-10.  The FEIS was revised to include a discussion about issues 
related to residual contamination and the DOE retained area (Section 
1.8).  In the DEIS, the Service and DOE indicated their goal was that 
the demarcation between the Refuge and the DOE retained area be 
“seamless” with few obvious visual differences.  Section 1.8 of the 
FEIS was revised to indicate that the Service believes that a barbed-
wire agricultural fence and/or permanent obelisks with appropriate 
signage would best demarcate the DOE retained area, keep any 
livestock out of the DOE retained area, and indicate the DOE lands 
would be closed to public access.  Such a fence would not adversely 
affect the movement of wildlife across the site, and would not be 
visually obtrusive.  The Service has provided these recommendations 
to the RFCA parties.  With regard to specific habitat and weed 
management recommendations, see response to comment 2-9. 
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# Letter #2 continued Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2-11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2-12 
 
 
 
 
 

2-13 

 

 

 

2-11.  The Service believes under NEPA that the cumulative effects 
of reasonably foreseeable activities when combined with the 
proposed action must be disclosed.  The Service believes some 
transportation improvements in the area surrounding Rocky Flats is a 
reasonably foreseeable activity, but the location of any particular 
transportation improvement, such as along the east edge of the 
Refuge, is speculative and not reasonably foreseeable.  

The Refuge Act directs the Service to address and make recommen-
dations for the identification of any land that DOE could make 
available for transportation improvements.  The FEIS was revised to 
include a new Section 4.16 that discusses potential Refuge lands 
within a corridor immediately west of Indiana Street up to 300 feet 
wide.  The new section also describes recommended mitigation 
measures that would minimize adverse impacts to the Refuge related 
to any transportation improvements along Indiana Street, Highway 
128, and Highway 93. 

2-12.  The effects of existing adjacent transportation corridors 
surrounding Rocky Flats are disclosed as part of the affected 
environment.   

2-13.  Urban growth and development was identified in the DEIS and 
FEIS as a reasonably foreseeable activity.  Much of the land 
surrounding the Refuge is open space and will not host any urban 
growth and development (see Figure 11).  The FEIS was revised to 
include additional projections of regional urban growth near the 
Refuge, based on DRCOG projections.  Additional analysis of the 
potential impacts of regional urban growth is included in the 
cumulative impact sections of Chapter 4. 
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Comment 

# Letter #4 Response 

 
 
 
 
 

2-14 
 
 
 
 
 

2-15 

 

 

 

2-14.  Section 2.10 – Reasonably Foreseeable Activities has been 
revised to include a discussion of mining impacts to groundwater 
based on information in the existing mining permits.  The cumulative 
effects discussions in Chapter 4 for water resources, vegetation 
communities, wildlife, and threatened and endangered species have 
also been revised to include an additional discussion of the potential 
impacts of gravel mining on these resources.  

2-15.  See response to comment 2-10. 
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Comment 

# Letter #3 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3-1 
 
 
 
 

3-2 

 

 

 

 

 

3-1.  Thank you for your participation in the CCP process. 

3-2.  The Service acknowledges that final cleanup decisions have not 
yet been determined, and that prior to Refuge establishment, 
remaining contaminant concentrations will be protective of Refuge 
visitors, workers, the general public, and wildlife.   
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Comment 

# Letter #3 continued Response 

 
 

 

 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 11 Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

 



 
Comment 

# Letter #4 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4-1 
 
 
 

4-2 
 
 

4-3 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

4-1.  Thank you for your comment. 

4-2.  The Service acknowledges the flexibility that would be gained 
by allowing the expansion of the public hunting program, if it is 
warranted by future resource conditions.  To that end, the Service has 
added language to Objectives 1.6 (Deer and Elk Management) and 
2.10 (Hunting Program) to better relate the proposed hunting 
programs to future evaluations of target populations and habitat 
conditions. 

4-3.  Thank you for your comment.  The Service appreciates the 
continued interest and involvement of the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife in the CCP/EIS process looks forward to a cooperative 
relationship during the future management of the Refuge. 
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# Letter #5 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-1 
 
 

5-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-3 
 
 
 
 
 

5-4 

 

 

 

 

5-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

5-2.  The Service believes some transportation improvements in the 
area surrounding Rocky Flats is a reasonably foreseeable activity, but 
the location of any particular transportation improvement, such as 
along the east edge of the Refuge, is speculative and not reasonably 
foreseeable.  In the FEIS, Figure 9 was revised and does not show 
any particular alignment.  

The Refuge Act directs the Service to address and make 
recommendations for the identification of any land that DOE could 
make available for transportation improvements.  The FEIS was 
revised to include a new Section 4.16 that discusses potential Refuge 
lands within a corridor immediately west of Indiana Street up to 300 
feet wide.  The new section also describes recommended mitigation 
measures that would minimize adverse impacts to the Refuge related 
to any transportation improvements along Indiana Street, Highway 
128, and Highway 93. 

5-3.  Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a 
Refuge until the EPA certifies that DOE has completed cleanup and 
closure.  The FEIS was revised to provide additional information 
about the steps to becoming a refuge, existing plutonium 
concentrations, and projected plutonium concentrations after cleanup.   

5-4.  Descriptions of impact thresholds (negligible, minor, moderate, 
and major) are used throughout Chapter 4 of the EIS to describe the 
magnitude of anticipated impacts.     
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Comment 

# Letter #6 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6-1 
 
 
 
 

6-2 
 
 
 
 
 

6-3 
 

 

 

 

6-1.  Thank you for your comment. 

6-2.  The Service’s Proposed Action (Alternative B) proposes 
integrated pest management as the best approach to control the 
establishment and spread of noxious weeds.   

6-3.  Objective 1.5 – Weed Management has been revised to more 
specifically identify weed management priorities, and to achieve 
consistency with recent changes to the Colorado Noxious Weed Act.  
Weed management would be addressed more specifically in a step-
down Integrated Pest Management Plan, which would be provided to 
the Department of Agriculture for review and comment. 
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Comment 

# Letter #6 continued Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

6-5 
 
 

6-6 
 
 

6-7 
 
 
 
 

6-8 

 

 

 

6-4.  The Service believes that the proposed staffing will be sufficient 
to comply with weed laws and implement the objectives.  Staff from 
the Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR can supplement weed 
management and restoration efforts at Rocky Flats, and fire 
management staffing at Rocky Flats are funded separately from 
Refuge management. 

6-5.  The Service welcomes opportunities to partner with CU, CSU 
and other universities regarding research on noxious weeds or other 
topics.  Such partnerships are envisioned as part of the Proposed 
Action’s “working with others” objective (Objective 5.3). 

6-6.  The weed management objective has been revised to ensure that 
there is adequate flexibility in applying managed grazing to site-
specific conditions. 

6-7.  The Service believes that the species composition targets for the 
xeric tallgrass community are appropriate, because they can be based 
upon existing studies of that community. 

6-8.  The background for Objective 1.5 was revised to indicate 
noxious weeds are nonnative plant species. 
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# Letter #6 continued Response 

 
 
 
 

6-9 
 
 

6-10 
 

6-11 
 
 

6-12 
 
 
 

6-13 
 
 
 
 

6-14 
 

6-15 
 
 

6-16 
 
 

6-17 

 

 

 

6-9.  The Service has found that field bindweed is encroaching in 
disturbed areas throughout Rocky Flats, and teasel is currently not a 
problem. 

6-10.  While the Service agrees with the philosophical goal of 
preventing any new weed infestations, the current terminology is 
more achievable, which is one of the criteria for developing 
objectives.   

6-11.  The cost figures for Restoration and Implementation do not 
include staff labor, which reduces the overall budget of that program.  
Staffing costs are included in Annual Operations. 

6-12.  The FEIS was revised to reflect these recommendations. 

6-13.  The FEIS was revised to reflect these recommendations. 

6-14.  Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species has been added to the 
list of relevant laws and executive orders. 

6-15.  The FEIS was revised to reflect these recommendations. 

6-16.  The Service is aware that the cover to the Draft CCP/EIS 
shows Dalmatian toadflax, which is found throughout the site.  The 
cover of the Final CCP/EIS has been changed because it is a different 
document. 

6-17.  Thank you for you comments. 
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Comment 

# Letter #7 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7-1 
 
 
 
 

7-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7-3 

 

 

 

 

7-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

7-2.  The Service appreciates the RFCLOG’s participation in the CCP 
process.  

7-3.  Thank you for your comments. 
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Comment 

# Letter #7 continued Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 

7-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7-6 

 

 

 

 

7-4.  The final configuration of the DOE retained area, as well as the 
nature of any fencing or structures demarcating its boundary within  
the Refuge, will be decided by the RFCA parties.  The Service will 
continue to provide input to the RFCA parties.  Section 1.8 of the 
FEIS was revised to indicate that the Service believes that a barbed-
wire agricultural fence and/or permanent obelisks with appropriate 
signage would best demarcate the DOE retained area, keep any 
livestock out of the DOE retained area, and indicate the DOE lands 
would be closed to public access.  The Service has provided these 
recommendations to the RFCA parties. 

7-5.  The Service will continue to provide input to the RFCA parties 
regarding cleanup issues, and support the need for ongoing 
monitoring of the buffer zone by the DOE to ensure the effectiveness 
of the cleanup and the safety of Refuge visitors.  The additional 
sampling of the buffer zone is completed.  The FEIS was revised to 
provide additional information about the steps to becoming a refuge, 
existing plutonium concentrations, and projected plutonium 
concentrations after cleanup.   

7-6.  The Service is assured the EPA will require DOE to complete a 
cleanup that is protective of a Refuge worker and visitors before 
certifying the site in accordance with the Refuge Act. 
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# Letter #7 continued Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7-7 

 

 

 

 

 

7-7.  Thank you for your comments. 
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Comment 

# Letter #8 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8-1.  Thank you for your comments.  The Service believes the 
Proposed Action would best balance habitat restoration and wildlife 
management with public use in accordance with the Refuge Act, the 
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act, and Service’s 
policies. 
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Comment 

# Letter #8 continued Response 

 
 
 
 
 

8-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-3 
 
 
 
 

8-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-6 
 

 

 

8-2.  Alternative B, the Service’s Proposed Action, would provide a 
full range of weed management tools through an Integrated Pest 
Management approach.  The Service agrees that while highly 
aggressive weed management is needed, the level of weed 
management in Alternative B would be reasonable, given funding 
constraints and other priorities. 

8-3.  The Service acknowledges that a limit of either 500 or 750 acres 
of prairie dog colonies would be an increase over the current extent 
(10 acres) of existing populations.  Prairie dogs a native grassland 
species, and the Service has an obligation to manage the species on 
the Refuge.  The Service believes that a maximum threshold of 750 
acres of prairie dog colonies is still within the limits of what the 
Service could effectively manage and what would be sustainable.   

8-4.  Future hydrologic conditions are discussed in the DEIS and 
FEIS under section 3.3, Water Resources.  DOE has initiated 
informal consultation with the Service to minimize impacts on the 
Preble’s from hydrologic changes of site closure.  The Refuge Act 
protects existing property rights on the Refuge, including water rights 
and ditches.  The Service does not plan on expanding riparian habitat 
areas, but will instead focus on protecting what is currently there.   

8-5.  The Service believes the Proposed Action would best balance 
habitat restoration and wildlife management with public use and 
future funding. 

8-6.  The Service believes that the level of public use proposed in 
Alternative B would be appropriate for the size and purposes of the 
Refuge.  In response to these and other comments, Alternative B has 
been revised to include another off-site trail connection to the 
southwest that will enable the City of Arvada to complete a trail loop 
along Big Dry Creek south of the Refuge.  In addition, the alignment 
of the southern multi-use trail has been changed to diversify and 
improve the trail experience for visitors and complement future 
connections to other jurisdictions.  The Service believes that any 
significant additions beyond those just described would no longer 
strike an appropriate balance between public use and habitat 
management, and would increase trail maintenance costs.   
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Comment 

# Letter #8 continued Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-8 

 

 

 

 

8-7.  Equestrian access was not widely supported by the public 
comments, and raises issues about potential ecological impacts.  For 
these reasons, the Service’s limitation of equestrian access in 
Alternative B is intended to provide a separation of uses and to be 
conservative with regard to ecological impacts. 

8-8.  Due to the level of disturbance to the site, a limited budget for 
Refuge management, and public concerns about access to the Refuge, 
the public use implementation plan of Alternative B was not changed. 
By focusing staffing and budgetary resources on habitat restoration in 
the first 5 years, the Service would be able to reduce the severity of 
noxious weed infestations, and initiate road restoration before public 
trail use would begin. 
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# Letter #8 continued Response 

 
 
 

8-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-11 
 

 

8-9.  Thank you for your comment.  Note that an expanded discussion 
of cleanup related issues is included in Sections 1.8, 3.2, and 4.2. 

8-10.  In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation of 
the DOE retained area be “seamless” with few obvious visual 
differences between the Refuge and the DOE retained area.  Section 
1.8 of the FEIS was revised to indicate that the Service believes that a 
barbed-wire agricultural fence and/or permanent obelisks would 
demarcate the interior property boundary, keep any livestock out of 
the DOE lands, and clarify that the DOE lands would be closed to 
public access.  Such a fence would not adversely affect the movement 
of wildlife across the site, and would not be visually obtrusive.  The 
Service has provided these recommendations to the RFCA parties. 

8-11.  The Refuge Act directed that the land to be made available for 
transportation improvements should not extend more than 300 feet 
from the Indiana Street right-of-way.  The DEIS identifies those 
resources that fall within a distance of 50, 125, 300 feet from Indiana.  
The three different widths (50, 125, and 300 feet) were chosen to 
provide a range of widths and amount of each resource that would be 
within each width, up to 300 feet.  The selection of three widths is not 
intended to imply a preference for any particular width that may be 
transferred, or any implication that only the three widths analyzed 
would be available.   

The Service acknowledges that the transfer of land for the purposes of 
transportation improvements is the responsibility of the DOE.  The 
Refuge Act directs the Service to address and make recommendations 
for the identification of any land that DOE could make available for 
transportation improvements.  The FEIS was revised to include a new 
Section 4.16 that discusses potential Refuge lands within a corridor 
immediately west of Indiana Street up to 300 feet wide.  The new 
section also describes recommended mitigation measures that would 
minimize adverse impacts to the Refuge related to any transportation 
improvements along Indiana Street, Highway 128, and Highway 93.   
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Comment 

# Letter #8 continued Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-14 

 

 

 

8-12.  The FEIS was revised based on this comment. 

8-13.  The Service acknowledges that it is impossible to evaluate the 
visual impacts of future transportation improvements, if any, until a 
roadway is designed.  However, the Refuge Act does direct the 
Service to make recommendations on land that could be made 
available for transportation improvements.  While the referenced text 
has been removed from the FEIS, an additional discussion of the 
potential effects of any transportation improvements near the Refuge 
been added as Section 4.16, and does include an evaluation of 
potential visual impacts, recognizing that plans for any transportation 
improvements do not currently exist. 

8-14.  The existing barbed-wire fence would remain under the 
Service’s proposed action. 
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# Letter #8 continued Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-16 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-17 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-18 
 

 

 

 

8-15.  Since the public meetings, the Service has decided to not 
include specific signage.  However, the expanded discussion of 
contamination issues in Section 1.8 elaborates that signage will 
include information on residual contamination and related safety 
issues.  

8-16.  The Refuge Act provides for the preservation and maintenance 
of the Lindsay Ranch structures in accordance with the National 
Historic Preservation Act.  After evaluating the condition of the 
structures, the Service has concluded that the farm house is weathered 
beyond repair, and that appropriate restoration would significantly 
detract Refuge resources away from other management needs.  For 
these reasons, the Service proposes to actively rehabilitate the barn 
only. 
 
As stated in the rationale for Alternatives A, B, and D under 
Objective 6.4, the Service would be willing to work with partners and 
consider stabilizing the house if resources could be found through 
partnerships or grants to undertake such a project.  Even if the house 
does not remain, the Service agrees that the house can be interpreted 
through a variety of media such as interpretive panels.  The EIS has 
been revised to reflect this.  The Service is concerned about the house 
becoming an attractive nuisance if it is fenced off, and the type of 
security fencing that would be required to keep visitors away could 
detract from the visual qualities of the area. 

8-17.  While the depiction of the DOE retained area on the maps may 
be visually obtrusive, it is intended to convey the fact that the Service 
is not responsible for resource management within the retained area.  
The maps have been revised to make the retained area transparent.  
The Service, however, will provide recommendations to DOE 
regarding resource management issues. 

8-18.  Thank you for your comment.  Working with others is one of 
the six planning goals of the Refuge. 
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# Letter #8 continued Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 

8-19 

 

 

 

8-19.  Thank you for your comments. 
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# Letter #9 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9-1 
 
 

9-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9-3 
 
 
 

9-4 
 
 

9-5 

 

 

 

9-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

9-2.  Although the Refuge will not be established until cleanup is 
completed, and the EPA and CDPHE have verified that all proposed 
refuge activities would be safe for the refuge worker and visitor, the 
Service believes that the proposed action for Refuge management and 
public access (Alternative B) would best balance wildlife and habitat 
management, and public access.  Under Alternative B, most of the 
Refuge would be restricted to public access for the first 5 years to 
allow time for restoration efforts to be initiated.  The Service does not 
believe that the proposed action imprudently rushes public access. 
 
Rocky Flats will not be the first refuge established on a former 
nuclear facility.  Saddle Mountain NWR was established in 
Washington in 1971, with over 30,000 acres in the buffer zone of the 
DOE’s Hanford Site.  Saddle Mountain was included in the Hanford 
Reach National Monument, created as part of the Refuge System in 
2000.  Over 50,000 acres of the Hanford Reach National Monument 
is currently open to public use.  Unfortunately, with the Refuge 
system there are dozens of sites that have to deal with a variety of 
contaminant issues related to former and/or adjacent land uses. 

9-3.  The Service acknowledges that weed management and 
ecological restoration would be major issues on the Refuge, and for 
this reason the Service has elected to focus the first 5 years of Refuge 
management on these issues.  After 5 years, the Service believes that 
the amount of public use proposed in Alternative B would be 
compatible with on-going restoration efforts and other Refuge needs.  
The Service believes that wildlife-dependent recreation such as 
interpretation and environmental education can provide the public 
with opportunities to observe how the Service is meeting its 
restoration and other management objectives. 

9-4.  Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a 
Refuge until the EPA certifies that DOE has completed cleanup and 
closure. 

9-5.  Thank you for your comment. 
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9-6 
 
 
 
 

9-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9-8 
 
 
 
 

9-9 

 

 

 

 

9-6.  Under the Refuge Act, the DOE will be responsible for any 
future cleanup-related response actions on the Refuge.  The Final 
CCP/EIS includes additional discussion about DOE’s long-term 
responsibilities in Chapter 1 – Purpose and Need. 

9-7.  See response to comment 9-2.  The contamination levels in the 
area to become the Refuge are currently low enough not to require 
any response actions.  All of the previously unknown contamination 
sites that have been discovered at Rocky Flats are all located within 
the area to be retained by DOE.  Identifying and remediating such 
sites is purpose of the current cleanup efforts. 

9-8.  It is the intent of the Service not to accept the transfer of 
administrative jurisdiction for any lands at Rocky Flats until the 
Memorandum of Understanding between DOE and DOI, required by 
the Refuge Act, is finalized.  The Service is not “in a rush” to 
transfer.  While the MOU has not yet been completed, the Service 
and DOE have continued to work cooperatively on many long-term 
transition issues. 

9-9.  The CCP/EIS does not address post-closure contaminants 
monitoring on refuge lands because none is anticipated.  The Service 
is currently unaware of any remedy-related monitoring that will be 
required on the lands currently identified for transfer into the National 
Wildlife Refuge System.  DOE is responsible for all post-closure 
monitoring of the remedy, and is required by the Refuge Act to retain 
jurisdiction of any lands that require long-term monitoring.  The 
Service does not believe that the RFCA parties are going to require 
long-term monitoring of Buffer Zone areas that are transferred to the 
Service.  The City should address this concern to the RFCA parties 
and identify the “post-closure monitoring in the buffer zone” that the 
City believes is “critical.” 
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9-10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9-11 
 
 
 

9-12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9-13 
 
 
 
 

9-14 
 
 

 

 

9-10.  The Refuge Act requires that the DOE retain jurisdiction and 
responsibility over all engineering structures or facilities and 
institutional controls related to cleanup.  These areas are included in 
the DOE retained area.  In the DEIS, the Service recommended that 
the demarcation of the DOE retained area be “seamless” with few 
obvious visual differences between the Refuge and the DOE retained 
area.  The FEIS was revised to elaborate that the Service believes that 
a barbed-wire agricultural fence and/or permanent obelisks would 
demarcate the interior property boundary, keep any livestock out of 
the DOE lands, and clarify that the DOE lands are closed to public 
access.  Such a fence would not adversely affect the movement of 
wildlife across the site, and would not be visually obtrusive.  The 
Service has provided these recommendations to the RFCA parties. 

The Service has also recommended to the RFCA parties that DOE 
retained lands be posted with signs that prohibit public entry, and the 
Service is not opposed to more robust barriers around specific remedy 
monitoring sites and facilities that may be deemed appropriate by the 
RFCA Parties. 

Regarding prairie dogs, the EPA and CDPHE have verified that 
subsurface contamination is not an issue in the area that will become 
the Refuge.  The Service agrees with the City that continuous long-
term monitoring and management of DOE retained lands to limit and 
quickly detect any pioneering of prairie dogs into areas where 
contaminants are left in the subsurface is an important issue that must 
be addressed in DOE’s long-term stewardship planning.  Prairie dogs 
can disperse from a natal colony for distances over 10 miles, in a 
single movement and, therefore, could invade DOE retained lands 
from off-site as easily as from within the Refuge.  The Service looks 
forward to working with adjacent landowners, including the City, in 
the long-term management of prairie dogs in this landscape. 

9-11.  See response to comment 9-10. 

9-12.  See response to comment 9-10.  In regard to external fencing, 
the CCP/EIS recommends ongoing maintenance of the existing 
barbed-wire boundary fence, with appropriate boundary signage 
identifying the Refuge boundary. 

9-13.  Thank you for your comment. 
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9-15 
 
 
 
 
 

9-16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9-17 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9-18 
 
 

9-19 
 

 

 

 

9-14.  The Service acknowledges that ecological restoration, habitat 
protection, and regional conservation will be important components 
of and benefits from the establishment and management of the 
Refuge.  The Service believes that the Proposed Action, Alternative 
B, would best achieve these goals.   

9-15.  Thank you for your comment.  Working with others is one of 
the six planning goals of the Refuge. 

9-16.  See response to comments 9-2 and 9-10. 

9-17.  See responses to comments 9-8 and 9-10. 

9-18.  Thank you for your comment. 

9-19.  The Service acknowledges that the Refuge Act prohibits the 
construction of any roads through the site, and there has been no 
proposal to bisect the Refuge with a road. 
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9-20 

 

 

 

 

9-20.  Thank you for your comment. 
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10-1 
 
 
 
 
 

10-2 
 
 
 
 

10-3 

 

10-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

10-2.  Thank you for your comment.  Working with others is one of 
the six planning goals of the Refuge. 

10-3.  Thank you for your comment.  The Service believes that 
partnerships with neighboring jurisdictions will be an important 
component of Refuge management. 

10-4.  The Service acknowledges the landscape and ecological 
context of the Refuge. 

10-5.  The Service acknowledges that complete restoration to pre-
settlement conditions is probably not achievable or even socially 
acceptable (e.g., natural wildfires, grizzly bears).  The Service’s goals 
in this area would be to restore, to the extent possible, native species 
and ecological processes that existed at the time of settlement and 
remove as many of the changes introduced by Euro-Americans as 
possible.  In the pre-settlement era, it is likely that prairie dog 
populations on this site fluctuated over the centuries and it is likely 
that those populations will continue to fluctuate in the future.  The 
Service believes its goals for prairie dog populations are achievable, 
socially acceptable, and with the range of habitation that may have 
occurred in the pre-settlement era – without unnecessarily threatening 
the integrity of the DOE remedy.     

10-6.  Thank you for your comment.  Working with others is one of 
the six planning goals of the Refuge, and compatible scientific 
research is a refuge purpose. 

10-7.  The Service agrees that the use of fencing to prevent 
overgrazing by wild ungulates in Preble’s habitat/riparian areas is not 
a feasible or reasonable practice.  The FEIS has been changed to 
reflect that.  The Service anticipates that ungulate management 
through hunting, culling, or hazing would be sufficient to prevent 
degradation of riparian habitats by wild ungulates.  Temporary 
fencing may be used to control movement of livestock used in 
grazing prescriptions and the Service would retain an option to use 
fencing to exclude wild ungulates from smaller and specific rare or 
unique plant communities, such as the tall upland shrubland 
community.   
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10-4 
 

10-5 
 
 
 

10-6 
 

10-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

10-8 
 
 
 

10-9 
 
 
 

10-10 
 

10-8.  The discussion about the effects of fragmentation is intended to 
be a general description of the types of effects that have the potential 
to occur on the Refuge.  The Service is not aware of any studies that 
document the specific effects of habitat fragmentation on natural 
resources at Rocky Flats.  No such studies were conducted as part of 
the CCP/EIS development and analysis. 

10-9.  As suggested by the comment, the term “relatively 
undisturbed” is intended to imply that the land has been isolated from 
human activity, and has not been totally undisturbed.  The 
suppression of natural grassland fires is an example of how human 
intervention has altered the ecological systems at Rocky Flats. 

10-10.  The FEIS was revised as to not mischaracterize the efforts of 
other jurisdictions. 

10-11.  The Service’s goal in any cattle grazing prescription would 
attempt to emulate the pre-settlement bison grazing regime, using an 
intensive short-term rotation – flash grazing.  The Service 
acknowledges that there will be costs for temporary electric fencing 
to implement such a grazing program, and that there may be difficulty 
in finding cooperative ranchers to participate in such a program.  In 
that case, it may be necessary to use other means (such as prescribed 
fire or mowing) to restore a more natural disturbance regime.  The 
Service does not believe that longer, market-driven rotations will 
produce the desired ecological benefits to Refuge grasslands.  
However, the Service looks forward to exchanging information with 
adjacent land managers to see if other grazing regimes may be 
suitable for refuge application. 

10-12.  Depending on how it is applied, grazing would be used as a 
weed management tool, an ecological restoration tool, or both.  The 
Service anticipates that grazing prescriptions applied for achieving 
the ecological integrity of habitats will generally involve cattle, to 
emulate bison grazing, and that most weed control prescriptions 
would involve other livestock species such as goats.  Grazing is 
mentioned under several different objectives (1.2 – Xeric Tallgrass 
Management, 1.3 – Mixed Grassland Prairie Management, and 1.4 – 
Weed Management) as a tool that would be available to achieve that 
objective.  In the DEIS, Table 4 incorrectly identified prescribed fire 
and grazing as a management tool under Mixed Grassland Prairie 
Management.  The FEIS has been revised.  
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10-11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10-12 
 
 
10-13 
 
 
10-14 
 
 
10-15 
 
 
10-16 
 
 
 
10-17 
 
 
10-18 

10-13.  The Service agrees that some experimentation with a variety 
of grazing techniques would provide useful, adaptive management 
guidance.  Such experimentation would be considered in a step-down 
Vegetation Management Plan. 

10-14.  The FEIS was revised to incorporate the suggestion.  

10-15.  The Service anticipates that the extent of noxious weed 
infestations and the reduction of those infestations would be 
measured by their areal extent, and the relative density/severity of the 
infestations.  The objective text was revised to include this 
information.  Specific measures would be outlined in a step-down 
Integrated Pest Management Plan.   

10-16.  The Service agrees with your assessment that the role of the 
prairie dog as a “keystone species” is a subject of scientific debate, 
while their contribution to grassland ecosystems is what is important.  
The text of Objective 1.7 was revised accordingly. 

10-17.  The FEIS has been revised to clarify the relationship between 
prairie dog colonies and noxious weed infestations.  

10-18.  The Service agrees that it can be difficult to manage and 
control prairie dogs, and that existing natural barriers are more 
effective.  However, the Service does believe that it would be much 
easier to manage 750 acres of colonies than 2,400 acres, given 
projected future funding constraints.  The limits on population 
expansion in Alternatives B and C are intended to provide a guideline 
that would allow sustainable population expansion while establishing 
a threshold at which the Service would intervene and control 
populations.  A secondary purpose of limiting prairie dog expansion 
is to ensure that they would not colonize the DOE retained area, 
riparian habitat, or xeric tallgrass habitat. 

With regard to plague control, the Service agrees that prairie dog to 
human plague transmission is very rare.  However, the Service does 
believe that plague control is a prudent preventative safety measure.  
The Service currently controls for plague at the Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal NWR in areas where visitors are present. 
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10-19 
 
 

10-20 
 
 
 

10-21 
 
 
 
 

10-22 
 

10-23 
 
 
 
 
 

10-24 
 
 
 

10-25 
 

10-26 
 

10-27 

10-19.  As described in Objective 5.2 – Conservation, the Service 
will work with local governments to coordinate resource management 
issues.  This would include issues related to plague.  

10-20.  The 1989 Habitat Suitability Index model was used to 
estimate the location and extent of potential prairie dog habitat on the 
Refuge, as shown in Figure 17.  The Service is aware that prairie 
dogs often colonize areas that are outside of predicted habitat areas.  
Indeed, there is historical documentation of potential prairie dog 
colonies within the xeric tallgrass community where both the soils 
and the vegetation structure do not fall within the parameters of the 
model. However, the Service believes that it is likely that the 
historical prairie dog colonization of the tallgrass community was 
related to market-driven grazing practices by former landowners.  For 
these reasons, the HIS model was used for general guidance and the 
prairie dog management objectives were designed to allow for 
intervention to prevent the colonization of “non-habitat” areas such as 
the xeric tallgrass prairie.  

10-21.  The Service agrees that potential hydrological changes related 
to site closure and permitted mining may have substantial effects on 
Refuge resources.  From a NEPA standpoint, these changes will 
occur before the CCP/EIS takes effect, essentially altering the 
“baseline” conditions.  These changes are discussed under Future 
Baseline Conditions in Section 3.3, Water Resources.  DOE is 
consulting with the Service to minimize impacts on the Preble’s from 
these hydrologic changes. 

It is noteworthy that the best Preble’s habitat at Rocky Flats appears 
to be in the Rock Creek drainage where there is no imported water.  
The hydrologic changes will surely impact other plant and animal 
resources at the site.  Unfortunately, the Service is required by the 
Refuge Act to complete the CCP before the RFCA parties approve 
final plans for re-configuring the site’s industrial watersheds and it is 
not possible to determine what resources may be impacted, and how, 
by those hydrologic changes. 

10-22.  The FEIS has been revised to note that the Service would 
work with the mining operators and appropriate regulatory agencies 
to minimize and mitigate the effects of windblown soil deposition on 
the Refuge. 
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10-28 
 

10-29 
 
 

10-30 
 
 
 

10-31 
 
 

10-32 

10-23.  The presentation of “average patch size” is intended to be a 
general indicator of habitat fragmentation to compare the alternatives.  
For the purposes of the patch size analysis, all roads, regardless of 
their size, were considered equally.  Although other, possibly more 
complex indicators are possible, they were not considered during the 
analysis process.   

10-24.  Objective 1.5 – Weed Management has been revised to 
elaborate that the use of biological control agents will be carefully 
planned to reduce potential impacts on native species.   

10-25.  The Service appreciates regional collaboration in protecting 
the ecological function of the Refuge and its interaction with 
neighboring open space areas.  Working with others is one of the six 
planning goals of the Refuge. 

10-26.  The Service looks forward to opportunities to work with the 
City of Boulder and other jurisdictions/agencies in the regional 
conservation of tallgrass prairie. 

10-27.  Thank you for the offer of the City’s assistance.  Working 
with others is one of the six planning goals of the Refuge. 

10-28.  Section 3.5 of the FEIS was revised. 

10-29.  The Service is dedicated to working with other jurisdictions to 
coordinate management and emergency response efforts, and looks 
forward to working with the City. 

10-30.  The Service would support the establishment of periodic 
“roundtable” meetings to better coordinate regional resource 
management efforts. 

10-31.  The Service acknowledges that many of the measures for 
Goal 5 – Working With Others are qualitative and subjective.  
However, the objectives illustrate the Service’s desire to work with 
the City and other entities on regional resource management issues. 

10-32.  Thank you for your comments. 
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11-1 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

11-2.  The MOU between the Service and DOE will be signed prior 
to Refuge establishment.  The physical boundaries and how the lands 
retained by DOE will be demarcated will be defined by the RFCA 
parties and will not be identified in the MOU.  

11-3.  See response to comment 11-2. 

11-4.  See response to comment 11-2. 

11-5.  See response to comment 11-2. 

11-6. Current Preble’s populations at Rocky Flats have been 
documented by the DOE and are included in the Preble’s 
Meadow Jumping Mouse Protection Area shown on Figure 16 
– Wildlife Resources.  Riparian and wetland vegetation is 
shown in Figure 13 – Vegetation.   
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11-2 
 

11-3 
 

11-4 
11-5 

 
 
 
 

11-6 
 

11-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11-8 
 

11-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11-10 

 

11-7.  It is the intention of the Service to manage Preble’s populations 
within the constraints that will exist at Refuge establishment.  
Reduced surface water flow is anticipated to be one of those 
constraints.  The Refuge Act specifically protects existing private 
property rights on the Refuge, including water rights and related 
easements.  However, the Service will not preclude future voluntary 
acquisition of water rights on a willing-seller basis. 

11-8.  Due to the level of disturbance to the site, a limited budget for 
Refuge management, and public concerns about access to the Refuge, 
the Service has elected to maintain the public use implementation 
plan that was proposed in the DEIS.  The Service would be obligated 
to address ecological concerns related to noxious weeds and the 
revegetation of unused roads on the Refuge.  By focusing staffing and 
budgetary resources on habitat restoration in the first 5 years, the 
Service would be able to reduce the severity of noxious weed 
infestations, and initiate road restoration before public trail use would 
introduce a new disturbance onto the landscape.  The Service has 
considered expanding the amount of trail to be opened in the first 5 
years, and has revised Objective 2.13 – Recreation Facilities to allow 
greater flexibility to open additional trails in the first five years if 
restoration objectives are met and there is funding to open additional 
trails.  The Service will not open trail connections to adjacent open 
space lands until those regional connections are in place. 

11-9.  See response to comment 11-7.  In addition, the Refuge access 
roads were designed to provide reasonable access to the McKay 
Ditch, the Upper Church Ditch, and other private property rights at 
Rocky Flats.  The Service will work with the City and County of 
Broomfield to ensure reasonable access to ditches and associated 
easements. 

11-10.  The Service would solicit the input and participation of the 
City and County of Broomfield, other jurisdictions, stakeholders, and 
the public during the development of an Integrated Pest Management 
Plan. 
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11-11 

 
 
 

 
 

11-12 
 
 
 

11-13 
 

11-14 
 
 
 

11-15 
 
 

11-16 
 
 

 
 

11-17 
 
 

11-18 
 

11-19 

 

11-11.  See response to comment 11-10.  The Service is committed to 
working with the City and County of Broomfield and other 
jurisdictions in addressing your concerns about weed management at 
the Refuge.  A step-down Integrated Pest Management Plan would 
incorporate those concerns, as well as many of the current practices 
that are employed by DOE. 

11-12.  The Service would solicit the input and participation of the 
City and County of Broomfield, other jurisdictions, stakeholders, and 
the public during the development of a step-down Vegetation 
Management Plan and a specific Fire Management Plan.  While the 
Service does not have management jurisdiction over the lands to be 
retained by DOE, it is our understanding that because of public 
concerns, prescribed fire would not be used within the retained area.  
In addition, the Service does not propose using prescribed fire on the 
eastern portion of the Refuge between Walnut Creek to the north and 
Woman Creek to the south (Figure 10). 

11-13.  Biological control measures would be carefully applied to 
avoid adverse effects to native species.  The FEIS has been revised to 
include this language.   

11-14.  Grazing programs would be highly managed, and would 
include adequate fencing to keep livestock out of the DOE retained 
area or other non-target areas. 

11-15.  While the specific protocols for weed mapping and data 
sharing are not addressed in the CCP, the Service would be willing to 
share the annual weed mapping data with other jurisdictions and the 
public. 

11-16.  The Service looks forward to partnering with the City and 
County of Broomfield, as well as other jurisdictions during all aspects 
of Refuge management. 

11-17.  Target populations would be quantified based on habitat and 
population conditions and would be based on the professional 
judgment of Service and CDOW staff. 

11-18.  If target populations were to be determined for each 
alternative, they would likely vary depending on the level of public 
use in the alternatives, as well as the habitat conditions that would 
vary between alternatives. 
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11-20 

 
 
 
 

11-21 
 
 

11-22 
 
 

11-23 
 

11-24 
 
 

11-25 
 
 
 

11-26 
 

11-19.  Tissue samples, including edible meat tissues, of deer 
harvested at Rocky Flats in 2002 have been analyzed for 
contaminants.  The results of the analysis indicate that there is no 
significant uptake of contaminants by deer or other wildlife species at 
Rocky Flats. 

11-20.  The EPA and CDPHE have verified that subsurface 
contamination does not exist in the area that will become the Refuge.  
The DOE will be responsible for the protection of the remedy 
facilities within the portions of the DOE retained area where 
subsurface contamination will remain, which includes preventing 
prairie dogs or other burrowing animals from accessing subsurface 
contamination.  While the Service is not responsible for prairie dogs 
within the DOE retained area, and while subsurface contamination 
should not be an issue on the Refuge, as a management partner with 
the DOE it is prudent for the Service to maintain a sustainable prairie 
dog population and to keep those populations away from the retained 
area. 

11-21.  Alternative D would allow for prairie dog relocation from 
other jurisdictions.  Alternative B, the Proposed Action, does not. 

11-22.  The prairie dog is an integral component of the prairie 
ecosystem.  While there is about 2,400 acres of potential prairie dog 
habitat, there are currently about 10 acres of prairie dog colonies at 
Rocky Flats.  The Service believes that it is prudent to manage for 
some prairie dog expansion, and that the 750-acre maximum 
threshold for prairie dog expansion would allow for a reasonable limit 
on sustainable prairie dog expansion.  Prairie dogs would not be 
permitted to colonize riparian or wetland habitat, xeric tallgrass 
habitat, or the DOE retained area. 

11-23.  The Service believes that the proposed funding levels would 
be adequate to manage prairie dogs and other Refuge resources. 

11-24.  Plague control methods include the dusting of burrows to 
control fleas that spread plague.  The discussion in Objective 1.7 – 
Prairie Dog Management has been revised to clarify that plague 
control methods will be used to protect prairie dog populations as 
well as Refuge visitors. 

11-25.  The Service will provide this information to the City and 
County of Broomfield. 
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11-27 

 
 
 
 

11-28 
 
 

11-29 
 
 
 

11-30 
 

11-31 
 
 
 
 
 

11-32 
 
 
 
 

11-33 

11-26.  The Service would work with the City and County of 
Broomfield, as well as other neighboring jurisdictions, in developing 
plans for any species reintroductions to the Refuge. 

11-27.  The Service would like to clarify that between 1.4 and 3.2 
acres of xeric tallgrass prairie would be disturbed by the new trails 
alignments (including those revised from the Draft CCP/EIS) that are 
proposed in Alternative B.  With regard to trail implementation, see 
response to comment 11- 8. 

11-28.  The basis for evaluating the impacts from public use or other 
Refuge activities (Table 10) were determined on an resource-specific 
basis, considering the nature of that resource on the Refuge and the 
range of possible effects to that resource. 

11-29.  Air quality impact thresholds in Table 10 have been revised.   

11-30.  The proposed trail configuration for Alternative B in the 
southern portion of the Refuge was revised to improve connectivity 
and provide a higher quality and more diverse visitor experience.  
While trail revisions slightly extend the length of trails proposed in 
Alternative B, they are still within a range that is reasonable for the 
Service’s goals for Alternative B.  The Service does not believe that 
the benefits of significant trail additions warrant the increased 
construction and maintenance expense that they would require. 

11-31.  Trail design, signage, education, and law enforcement would 
be used to promote a positive trail experience for all users. 

11-32.  Thank you for your comments and participation. 

11-33.  The Service recognizes the importance of coordinated trail 
planning, and is encouraged by the efforts of neighboring 
jurisdictions to develop trail connections that complement Refuge 
trails, including a north-south connection on the east side of Indiana 
Street.  As described in strategy 2.13.13,  trail connections could 
include a trail underpass at Indiana Street. 
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11-34 
11-35 
11-36 

 
11-37 
11-38 

 
 
 

11-39 
 
 
 
 

11-40 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11-41 
 
 

11-42 
 
 

11-43 

 

11-34.  Thank you for your comment and participation. 

11-35.  Portable restrooms will be available at the visitor contact 
station and main trailhead, but not at the perimeter trailheads. 

11-36.  The proposed trailhead along SH 128 was located because of 
existing access and an existing disturbed area, access to striking 
views from the pediment top overlooking the Rock Creek drainage, 
and easy and low impact access to internal trails.  A specific location 
that is closer to the grade of the existing roadway would be 
considered in the design process.   

11-37.  Objective 2.2 – Public Access has been revised to elaborate 
that the access hours will be from dawn to dusk. 

11-38.  Objective 2.13 – Recreation Facilities, has been revised to 
elaborate on the nature of interpretive signage at the Refuge 
entrances. 

11-39.  Thank you for your comments and participation. 

11-40.  Thank you for your comments and participation. 

11-41.  Thank you for your comment and participation. 

11-42.  The Service believes that a limited, highly managed hunting 
program would be a safe and positive form of wildlife dependent 
recreation on the Refuge, and would complement other tools for 
managing ungulate populations.  Note that Objective 1.6 – Deer and 
Elk Management, and Objective 2.10 – Hunting Program, have been 
revised to better correlate the establishment and analysis of target 
population size and public hunting programs. 

11-43.  Thank you for your comment and participation. 
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11-44 

 
 

11-45 
 
 
 
 
 

11-46 
 
 

11-47 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11-48 
 
 
 

11-49 
 
 

11-50 

11-44.  The Service welcomes Broomfield’s input to education 
programs, as well as independent research proposals. 

11-45.  The CCP/EIS is written under the premise that the land will 
be sufficiently remediated and certified prior to the establishment of 
the Refuge.  The Service is not a decision-maker in matters regarding 
cleanup, but the EPA and CDPHE have accepted that all activities 
proposed in the CCP would be safe.   

However, the Service also acknowledges the concerns of many 
members of the public regarding the location and level of residual 
contamination on lands that will become the Refuge.  For this reason, 
we have added an additional discussion of contamination issues in 
Section 1.8.  The Service welcomes Broomfield’s input into public 
outreach and interpretation efforts. 

11-46.  The Service welcome’s Broomfield’s input and participation 
during the development of a step-down Visitor Services Plan, as well 
as throughout the Refuge management process. 

11-47.  See response to comment 11-46. 

11-48.  The Refuge would include signs and displays conveying the 
history of the site, the location and nature of residual contamination, 
and relative risks associated with the Refuge.  These would be 
developed in a step-down Visitor Services Plan. 

11-49.  All step-down plans, including a Visitor Services Plan, would 
be completed after the MOU is completed and cleanup protocols are 
in place.  No step-down plans will be developed until after the site 
becomes a refuge. 

11-50.  See response to comment 11-48. 
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11-51 

 
 
 
 
 

11-52 
 
 
 

11-53 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11-54 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11-55 
11-56 
11-57 

11-51.  See response to comments 11-7 and 11-9.  

11-52.  Thank you for your comment and participation. 

11-53.  In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation 
between the Refuge and the DOE retained area be “seamless” with 
few obvious visual differences.  Section 1.8 of the FEIS elaborates 
that the Service believes that a four-strand barbed-wire agricultural 
fence and/or permanent obelisks would demarcate the interior 
property boundary, keep any livestock out of the DOE lands, and 
clarify that the DOE lands are closed to public access.  Such a fence 
would not adversely affect the movement of wildlife across the site, 
and would not be visually obtrusive.  The Service has provided these 
recommendations to the RFCA parties. 

11-54.  The Service looks forward to working with Broomfield and 
other adjacent jurisdictions to coordinate and improve the regional 
management of wildlife and their habitat. 

11-55.  See response to comment 11-35. 

11-56.  The Service plans on installing a cistern or other storage 
system to provide water to the visitor contact station, offices, and 
maintenance facilities. 

11-57.  Regular routine maintenance activities, including servicing 
restrooms, would occur independent of whether a visitor contact 
station is staffed. 
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11-58 

 
11-59 

 
 

11-60 
 
 
 

11-61 
 
 
 
 

11-62 
 

11-63 
 

11-64 
 
 
 
 

11-65 
 
 
 

11-66 
 

11-58.  The transfer of existing structures for a Refuge maintenance 
facility will likely occur prior to Refuge establishment. 

11-59.  The additional discussion of contamination issues in Section 
1.8 emphasizes that the EPA and CDPHE concur that the lands to 
become the Refuge will be safe for any proposed Refuge 
management activities. 

11-60.  The Service does not anticipate a constant law enforcement 
presence on the Refuge.  However, the Service does believe that the 
proposed levels of staffing are sufficient to implement the 
management objectives that are proposed in the CCP. 

11-61.  See response to comment 11-53. 

11-62.  The Service agrees that surface mining would have an adverse 
impact on the management of the Refuge and its resources, and 
would not be compatible with the purposes of the Refuge or the 
NWRS.  The Service has expressed to DOE that it will not accept the 
transfer of administrative jurisdiction of lands subject to mining until 
the United States owns the associated mineral rights, or until mined 
lands have been reclaimed to native grasslands.   

11-63.  Chapter 4 has been revised to include additional analysis of 
the potential cumulative effects of mining on Refuge resources. 

11-64.  See response to comment 11-62.  There is no plan to transfer 
land from DOE to DOI prior to closure of the site. 

11-65.  The CCP/EIS is written under the premise that the land will 
be sufficiently remediated and certified prior to the establishment of 
the Refuge.  The Service is not a decision-maker in matters regarding 
cleanup, but the EPA and CDPHE have accepted that all activities 
proposed in the CCP will be safe.  The exact nature of the 
certification, as well as issues related to the de-listing of the site or 
portions thereof from CERCLA, are matters for the EPA and the 
other RFCA parties.  The RFCA parties have sought input from the 
Service on the certification standards. 

11-66.  See response to comment 11-65. 
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11-67 

 
 
 
 
 
 

11-68 
 

11-67.  The Refuge Act directed that the land to be made available for 
transportation improvements should not extend more than 300 feet 
from the Indiana Street right-of-way.  The Service acknowledges that 
the transfer of land for the purposes of transportation improvements is 
the responsibility of the DOE and would occur prior to the 
establishment of the Refuge.  However, the Refuge Act directs the 
Service to make recommendations on land that could be made 
available for transportation improvements.  To that end, the FEIS 
includes a new Section 4.16, which discusses potential concerns that 
the Service would have related to any transportation improvements 
along Indiana Street, Highway 128, and Highway 93. 

11-68.  Thank you for your comments and participation.    

 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 46 Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

 



Comment 
# Letter #11 continued Response 

 
 

 

 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 47 Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

 



Comment 
# Letter #12 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12-2 
 
 

12-3 
 
 
 

 

 

 

12-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

12-2.  DOE has been working with the Service to minimize impacts 
on the Preble’s from hydrologic changes of site closure.  It is the 
intention of the Service to manage Preble’s populations with the 
resources that will exist when the Refuge is established.  Reduced 
surface water flow is anticipated to be one of the hydrologic changes.  
The Refuge Act specifically protects existing property rights on the 
Refuge, including water rights and related easements.  However, the 
Service would consider future voluntary acquisition of water rights 
on a willing-seller basis.    

12-3.  See response to comment 12-2. 
 
Any residual contamination in the buffer zone is limited to surface 
contamination that is well below cleanup levels that are required to 
protect public safety.  All areas with significant surface or subsurface 
contamination will be within the lands to be retained by DOE, and 
will be remediated.  For that reason, the EPA and CDPHE have 
verified that Refuge operations, including the digging of fence posts, 
would not expose additional contamination to Refuge workers or the 
public. 
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12-4 
 
 
 
 
 

12-5 
 
 
 
 

12-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12-7 
 
 
 

12-8 
 

 

12-4.  The budget for Refuge management activities, including 
habitat restoration and revegetation would be allocated separately 
through Department of the Interior appropriations.  Long-term 
stewardship of the DOE retained area will be funded through DOE 
appropriations.  Xeric tallgrass management activities on the Refuge 
would not affect budgets for DOE long-term stewardship.  
Maintenance of the xeric tallgrass prairie is one of the reasons 
Congress authorized the Refuge.  The Service’s plans for maintaining 
xeric tallgrass are described in Objective 1.2 – Xeric Tallgrass 
Management.  It is the Service’s belief that the xeric tallgrass 
community has persisted for a very long time, and is the climax 
vegetative community on the portions of the site it occupies.  The 
Service believes there is insufficient annual precipitation at this site to 
allow the xeric tallgrass community to advance successionally into a 
shrubland.  If that were the case, a shrub/scrub community likely 
would have replaced the tallgrass prairie in the time since DOE 
acquired most of the land in 1951.   
 
The Service does not plan to employ a Radiological Control 
Technician to monitor habitat restoration activities.  The CDPHE and 
EPA have verified that such activities can be conducted on future 
refuge lands without threatening human health.  In regard to general 
issues about residual contamination, see the response to comment 12-
3, as well as the expanded discussion in Section 1.8 of the FEIS. 

12-5.  See response to comment 12-3, as well as the expanded 
discussion in Section 1.8 of the FEIS. 

12-6.  The Refuge access roads were designed to provide reasonable 
access to the DOE retained area, all monitoring facilities, ditches and 
other private property rights at Rocky Flats.  The DOE will retain 
responsibility for all of the lands and access roads related to the 
cleanup and remedy facilities. 

12-7.  The Service would solicit the input and participation of the 
City of Westminster, other jurisdictions, stakeholders, and the public 
during the development of an Integrated Pest Management Plan. 

 

 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 49 Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

 



Comment 
# Letter #12 continued Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12-9 
 
 
 

12-10 
 
 
 

12-11 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12-12 
 
 
 

12-13 
 
 
 
 
 

12-14 
 

 

12-8.  Depending on how it is applied, grazing by both goats and 
cattle can serve as a weed management tool, an ecological restoration 
tool, both, or neither.  Grazing is mentioned under several different 
objectives (1.2 – Xeric Tallgrass Management, 1.3 – Mixed 
Grassland Prairie Management, and 1.4 – Weed Management) as a 
tool that is available to achieve that objective.  As noted by the State 
Weed Coordinator in comment 6-6, it is important to maintain 
flexibility in applying managed grazing to site-specific conditions.   
 
The Service does not have management jurisdiction over DOE-
retained lands, including most of the Industrial Area.  The Service has 
not recommended any grazing activities within DOE retained lands 
and is not aware of any proposal by the RFCA parties to graze those 
lands for any reason. 

12-9.  The Service would solicit the input and participation of the 
City of Westminster, other jurisdictions, stakeholders, and the public 
during the development of a step-down Fire Management Plan.  The 
EPA and CDPHE have verified that all of the proposed Refuge 
management activities, including prescribed fire, would be safe.  
However, in response to concerns about residual contamination 
associated with the 903 pad, the Service has taken a conservative 
approach and does not propose using prescribed fire on the eastern 
portion of the Refuge between Walnut Creek to the north and Woman 
Creek to the south (Figure 8).  The Service will rely on CDPHE 
recommendations and requirements regarding air monitoring during 
any application of prescribed fire.    

12-10.  See response to comment 12-7.  The Service is committed to 
working with the City of Westminster and other jurisdictions in 
addressing concerns about weed management at the Refuge.  A step-
down Integrated Pest Management Plan would incorporate those 
concerns, as well as many of the current DOE practices.  The Service 
complies with EPA-approved labels.  All proposed pesticide 
applications on the Refuge would go through a rigorous Pesticide Use 
Proposal review process in accordance with DOI policy, prior to use 
on the Refuge. 
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12-15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12-16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12-17 
 
 
 
 

12-18 
 
 
 

12-19 

12-11.  Tissue samples, including edible meat tissues, of deer 
harvested at Rocky Flats in 2002 have been analyzed for 
contaminants.  The results of the analysis indicate that there is no 
significant uptake of contaminants by deer or other wildlife species at 
Rocky Flats. 

12-12.  The exact structure and locations of the proposed hunting 
programs would be documented in a step-down Hunting Plan.  The 
Service would solicit the input and participation of the City of 
Westminster, other jurisdictions, stakeholders, and the public during 
the development of this plan.  The Final CCP/EIS has been revised to 
propose only archery and shotguns for deer/elk hunting.  The 
proposal to allow use of muzzle-loading rifles has been removed in 
consideration of safety comments received during public review of 
the Draft CCP/EIS. 

12-13.  The EPA and CDPHE have verified that subsurface 
contamination does not exist in the area that will become the Refuge.  
The DOE will be responsible for the protection of the remedy 
facilities within the portions of the DOE retained area where 
subsurface contamination will remain, which includes preventing 
prairie dogs or other burrowing animals from accessing subsurface 
contamination.  While the Service is not responsible for prairie dogs 
within the DOE retained area, and while subsurface contamination 
should not be an issue on the Refuge, as a management partner with 
the DOE it is prudent for the Service to maintain a sustainable prairie 
dog population and to keep those populations away from the retained 
area. 

During their annual dispersal from natal colonies, prairie dogs may 
move as far as 10 miles or more, pioneering into new areas.  Hence, it 
is as likely that prairie dogs could invade DOE retained lands from 
areas outside Rocky Flats as they could from within the Refuge.  
There is no biologically sound, or practical management reason to 
establish any specific distances to keep prairie dogs away from DOE 
retained lands.  Other issues such as vegetative structure and natural 
barriers are more important than distances.  In any case, DOE will 
need to develop a robust stand of vegetation in the Industrial Area 
and maintain long-term monitoring to prevent burrowing animals 
from compromising the remedy. 
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12-20 
 
 
 

12-21 
 
 

12-22 
 
 
 

12-23 
 
 
 

12-24 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12-25 
 
 

12-26 

12-14.  The Service would work with the City of Westminster, as 
well as other neighboring jurisdictions, in developing plans for any 
species reintroductions to the Refuge.  Such language has been added 
to Objective 1.8 – Species Reintroduction. 

12-15.  The Service considered additional trail configurations, 
including those requested by the City of Westminster, other 
jurisdictions, and organizations.  The proposed trail configuration for 
Alternative B in the southern portion of the Refuge was revised to 
improve connectivity and provide a higher quality and more diverse 
visitor experience.  The overall length of trails in Alternative B was 
increased only slightly, so it would not significantly increase the cost 
of maintaining Refuge trails.  As described in Objective 1.5 – Weed 
Management, trails would be informally surveyed for new weed 
infestations and other ecological issues.  Trail design, signage, 
education, and law enforcement would be used to promote a positive 
trail experience for all users. 

12-16.  All public uses, including equestrian access, would be 
managed though a combination of signage, education, and law 
enforcement.  These methods have proven to be effective at other 
Refuges and in many open space areas. 
 
The Service believes that these same controls would be effective in 
keeping the public out of the DOE retained area.  However, in 
response to concerns about access to the DOE retained area, the 
Service has recommended to the RFCA parties that a barbed-wire 
agricultural fence and/or permanent obelisks demarcating the interior 
property boundary could be used to delineate the retained area 
without adversely affecting the movement of wildlife or aesthetics on 
the Refuge.    

12-17.  See response to comment 12-16. 

12-18.  Off-trail use would be allowed on a seasonal basis, for 
pedestrian access only, in the areas south of the primary multi-use 
trail in the southern part of the Refuge (see Figure 25).  Use 
restrictions would be managed through signage, education, and law 
enforcement.   In regard to specific concerns about residual 
contamination, the EPA and CDPHE have verified that any proposed 
public uses, including off-trail use, would be safe.  In addition, the 
proposed off-trail use areas are outside of the DOE retained area and 
other areas of residual soil contamination (Figure 4). 
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12-27 
 
 

12-28 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12-29 
 

12-30 
 

12-31 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12-32 

12-19.  Thank you for your comment. 

12-20.  Objective 2.2 – Public Access has been revised to elaborate 
that public access would be limited to daylight hours.  Objective 2.13 
– Recreation Facilities has been revised to include the City’s specific 
suggestion about the Refuge and its distinction from nearby open 
space areas. 

12-21.  It is the Service’s intent not to accept transfer of 
administrative jurisdiction of any lands at Rocky Flats until the MOU 
between DOE and DOI, as required by the Refuge Act, is finalized.  
It will be up to the RFCA parties to determine how the response 
actions are protected, while the EPA will determine what lands are 
certified.  As outlined in the Refuge Act, any issues related to 
maintaining response actions will take precedence over Refuge 
management activities. 

12-22.  As the City is aware, the RFCA parties, and not the Service, 
are not responsible for cleanup related decisions and documentation. 

12-23.  Thank you for your comment. 

12-24.  The establishment of the Cold War Museum is outside the 
jurisdiction of the Service and the scope of the CCP/EIS.  However, 
the Service has expressed that it would prefer to co-locate some 
Refuge interpretation facilities center with the Cold War Museum, if 
such a museum is established and it is within close proximity to the 
Refuge entrance.  

12-25.  See response to comment 12-11. 

12-26.  Objective 2.13 – Recreation Facilities has been revised to 
specify the recommended location of horse trailer parking areas. 

12-27.  Safety requirements are addressed in Objective 3.1 – Staff 
Safety. 

12-28.  See response to comment 12-16.   

12-29.  Thank you for your comment. 

12-30.  As described in Section 3.8 of the FEIS, the Service has 
expressed to DOE that it will not accept the transfer of administrative 
jurisdiction of lands subject to mining until the United States owns 
the associated mineral rights, or until mined lands have been 
reclaimed to native grasslands. 
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12-33 
 
 

12-34 
 
 
 

12-35 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12-36 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12-37 

12-31.  See response to comment 12-21. 

12-32.  Thank you for your comment and participation.  Working 
with others is one of the six planning goals of the Refuge. 

12-33.  The Service is encouraged by the efforts of the City and other 
neighboring jurisdictions to develop trail connections that 
complement Refuge trails. 

12-34.  While the Service will seek to coordinate with neighboring 
jurisdictions as early as possible, it will not be feasible to develop 
formal arrangements until adequate budgets and staffing have been 
established. 

12-35.  The Refuge Act specifically protects existing property rights 
on the Refuge, including water rights and related easements.  In 
addition, see response to comment 12-16.  The DOE is solely 
responsible for the maintenance and security of water quality 
protection facilities.  However, the Service will work with the DOE 
and other stakeholders to ensure that Refuge activities do not affect 
the effectiveness of the remedy. 

12-36.  See response to comment 12-16. 

12-37.  The Service would solicit the input and participation of the 
City of Westminster, other jurisdictions, stakeholders, and the public 
during the development of the step-down management plans.   
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12-38 

 

 

 

 

12-38.  Thank you for your comments. 
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13-1 
 
 
 
 

13-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

13-3 
 
 

13-4 
13-5 
13-6 

 

 

 

 

13-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

13-2.  Thank you for your comments. 

13-3.  Thank you for your comment. 

13-4.  Thank you for your comment. 

13-5.  In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation be 
“seamless” with few obvious visual differences between the Refuge 
and the DOE retained area.  Section 1.8 of the FEIS was revised to 
indicate that the Service believes that a barbed-wire agricultural fence 
and/or permanent obelisks with appropriate signage would best 
demarcate the DOE retained area, keep any livestock out of the DOE 
retained area, and indicate the DOE lands would be closed to public 
access.  The Service has provided these recommendations to the 
RFCA parties. 

13-6.  The Service believes that a limited, highly managed hunting 
program would be a safe and positive form of wildlife dependent 
recreation on the Refuge, and would complement other tools for 
managing ungulate populations, if necessary.  Objective 1.6 – Deer 
and Elk Management, and Objective 2.10 – Hunting Program was 
revised in the FEIS to better correlate the establishment and analysis 
of target population size and public hunting programs.    
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13-7 
 

13-8 
 

13-9 
 

13-10 
 

13-11 
 
 

13-12 
 

 

13-7.  The Service believes that the proposed weed management 
objectives would take a proactive approach to reducing weed 
infestations over the life of the CCP. 

13-8.  Prescribed fire would be one component of a comprehensive 
vegetation management strategy that may be used, in concert with 
other techniques, to restore native grasslands, reduce the risk for 
unplanned wildfire, and where appropriate, reduce weed infestations.  
The Service does not intend to use prescribed fire in the DOE 
retained lands and is not aware of any plans for the DOE to use 
prescribed fire. 

Both the EPA and CDPHE have indicated that the use of prescribed 
fire outside of the DOE retained area would not pose a significant risk 
to firefighters, Service personnel, or the general public (Appendix D).  
However, in the interest of caution and respect for the concerns of the 
public, the Service does not propose using prescribed fire on the 
eastern portion of the Refuge between Walnut Creek to the north and 
Woman Creek to the south (Figure 10).   

13-9.  In Alternative B and D, the Service would allow equestrian and 
bicycle access as modes of transportation that would facilitate access 
to priority public uses of the Refuge.  A secondary benefit would be 
the ability to complement and improve regional trail connectivity.  
The size of the Refuge also would warrant other modes of access 
besides hiking.  For example, in Alternative B the trail distance 
between the proposed trail connection near the Town of Superior and 
the visitor contact station would be 3.5 miles one way, which may be 
too far round-trip for some Refuge visitors. 
 
As noted in the Compatibility Determination, 72% of the multi-use 
trails would be constructed using existing roads that would be 
converted to trails.  Such access would have very few additional 
habitat impacts.  While weed dispersal, social trails, wildlife 
disturbance and other impacts to natural resources would be a 
concern, the Service does not believe that these impacts would be 
substantially reduced by excluding bicycles and equestrians from the 
Refuge. 
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13-10.  Seasonal off-trail hiking access would be allowed in the 
southern portion of the Refuge in Alternative B as a practical means 
of allowing amateur naturalists, wildlife photographers or others 
better access to their subjects.  It is anticipated that off-trail use in this 
area would be limited in numbers and highly dispersed and would not 
adversely affect vegetation communities or wildlife.  With regard to 
safety concerns, the Service believes that those visitors who 
participate in off-trail access on the Refuge would be responsible for 
their own physical safety, as would be the case on other public lands 
open to the public.  In regard to specific concerns about residual 
contamination, the EPA and CDPHE have verified that any proposed 
public uses, including off-trail use, would be safe.  In addition, the 
proposed off-trail use areas (Figure 25) are outside of the DOE 
retained area and other areas of residual soil contamination (Figure 
4). 

13-11.  The Refuge will not be established until the EPA certifies that 
the land has been cleaned up to be safe for the proposed Refuge uses.  
Once the Refuge is established, the Service proposes to initially focus 
on habitat restoration in the first 5 years before expanding public use 
opportunities.  The 5-year target date is not a firm deadline, and is 
contingent on successful habitat restoration and sufficient funding to 
construct and manage visitor use facilities.  As conditions change and 
the Refuge condition evolves, the Service would be adaptable to 
those changes. 

13-12.  Thank you for your comments. 
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14-1 
 
 
 
 
 

14-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

14-3 
 

 

 

 

14-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

14-2.  Thank you for your comment. 
 
Although the Refuge will not be established until the cleanup is 
completed, and the EPA and CDPHE have verified that all refuge 
activities would be safe for the refuge worker and visitor, the Service 
believes that the proposed plan for Refuge management and public 
access is appropriately conservative and responsive to concerns.  
Most of the refuge would be restricted to public access for the first 5 
years to allow time for restoration efforts to be initiated. 

14-3.  Thank you for your comment. 
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14-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

14-5 

 

 

 

14-4.  Section 1.8 of the FEIS was revised to indicate that the Service 
believes that a four-strand barbed-wire agricultural fence and/or 
permanent obelisks with appropriate signage would best demarcate 
the DOE retained area, keep any livestock out of the DOE retained 
area, and indicate the DOE lands would be closed to public access.  
Such a fence would not adversely affect the movement of wildlife 
across the site, and would not be visually obtrusive.  The Service has 
provided these recommendations to the RFCA parties.  The DOE will 
be responsible for the management and security of cleanup related 
facilities. 

The CCP/EIS does specifically define the area of the future refuge 
where public uses would be authorized.  This has the same result as 
specifically designating “off-limits” areas because no use of a 
National Wildlife Refuge is allowed unless it is specifically 
authorized.  Access to DOE lands is clearly outside the scope of the 
CCP/EIS.  However, the Service has recommended to the RFCA 
parties that the DOE retained lands be posted with signs that prohibit 
public entry. 
 
14-5.  See response to comment 14-4. 
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14-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

14-7 

 

 

 

14-6.  A Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan is a document 
that describes the desired future conditions of the Refuge and 
provides long-range guidance and management direction to achieve 
the purposes of the Refuge.  The Refuge Act specifically required the 
Service to develop a CCP by December 31, 2004 in consultation with 
the RFCA parties, the RFCLOG, and others.  The Act specifically 
requires the Service to address and make recommendations on a 
number of issues including the feasibility and location of a visitor 
center.   

The CCP will not be implemented until after the site has been 
certified by the EPA and transferred to the Service.  The Service has 
been in continued contact with the DOE during the CCP planning 
process and has been apprised of the approximate boundaries of the 
lands that will be retained.  Obviously, the Service can only accept 
transfer of lands that DOE is not required to retain, and offers up for 
transfer.  The Refuge Act requires DOE to retain all property needed 
to ensure the long-term protectiveness of the remedy.  The Service 
will not ask DOE for any lands that the DOE does not offer for 
transfer.   

While the exact boundaries are likely to change prior to Refuge 
establishment, the Service is confident that the general nature of the 
lands and resources that would be included in the Refuge will not 
change.  For these reasons, the Service is confident that it is both 
reasonable and effective to complete the CCP process at this time.  
See response to comment 14-4 regarding the demarcation of the DOE 
retained area. 

14-7.  As stated in responses to comments 14-4 and 14-6, any public 
access would not occur prior to certification and transfer of lands to 
the Service. 
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14-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

14-9 

 

 

 

14-8.  Thank you for your comment. 

14-9.  Thank you for your comment. 
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14-10 

 

 

 

14-10.  The Refuge will not be established until the EPA certifies that 
cleanup is complete, and that all of the lands that will become the 
Refuge would be safe for all of the proposed Refuge management 
activities, including public use.  The Service has confidence that the 
characterization of the land that will become the Refuge is sufficient.  
The Service believes that it is very unlikely that significant 
contamination will be discovered on lands transferred to become the 
Refuge, but acknowledges that the discovery of previously unknown 
releases is possible.  The Service does not intend to accept the 
transfer of administrative jurisdiction for any land at Rocky Flats 
until the Memorandum of Understanding between DOE and DOI, 
required by the Refuge Act, is finalized.  It is the Service’s intent to 
ensure that the final MOU will contain specific provisions for 
responses to discovery of previously unknown contaminant releases.  
The FEIS was revised to include additional discussion of cleanup-
related issues in Section 1.8. 
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14-11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

14-12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

14-13 

 

 

 

14-11.  As noted in detail in response to comments made by Boulder 
County Parks and Open Space (letter #15), the Service disagrees with 
the assertion that the proposed trail alignments “are all in sensitive 
riparian habitat.”  During the planning process, the Service took 
special care to plan trail configurations that would avoid and 
minimize impacts to riparian habitat.  Of the 16.5 miles of trails that 
are planned for Alternative B, 0.4 miles, or 2% of trail would be 
within riparian habitat areas.  The 0.4 miles of trail that are within 
riparian habitat areas are trail crossings, most of which are on existing 
roads.  Adequate bridging and habitat restoration will be used to 
minimize trail impacts at these crossings. 

14-12.  The Service acknowledges that weed management and 
ecological restoration would be a major issue on the Refuge, and for 
this reason the Service has elected to focus the first 5 years of Refuge 
management on habitat restoration.  After 5 years, the Service 
believes that the modest amount of public use proposed in Alternative 
B would be compatible with on-going restoration efforts and would 
be protective of wildlife habitat needs.  The Refuge would not be 
established until the EPA has certified that the characterization and 
analysis of the site is sufficient, and that subsequent cleanup activities 
have been completed. 

14-13.  As discussed in response to comment 14-11, the proposed 
public use facilities in Alternative B would avoid ecologically 
sensitive areas to the greatest extent possible.  Trails within or in 
close proximity to sensitive areas such as the Rock Creek drainage 
would be managed to minimize potential impacts to sensitive wildlife 
species. 
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14-14 

 

 

 

14-14.  Thank you for your comments. 
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15-1 
 
 
 

15-2 
 
 
 
 
 

15-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 

15-4 
 
 
 
 
 

15-5 

15-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

15-2.  The Service agrees that Alternative A, No Action, would 
provide insufficient habitat management that could result in increased 
degradation of wildlife habitat due to the continued proliferation of 
noxious weeds.  With regard to ongoing site characterization, the 
Refuge would not be established until the EPA has certified that the 
characterization and analysis of the site is sufficient, and that 
subsequent cleanup activities have been completed.   

15-3.  Alternative B does not allocate “only 5 years” to implement 
restoration and conservation efforts.  Those efforts will continue 
throughout the life o f the plan, just as in Alternative C.  Alternative 
B simply provides the first 5 years to concentrate on those restoration 
and conservation efforts before the majority of public uses are 
implemented.  

The Service disagrees with the assertion that the proposed trail 
alignments in Alternative B “are all in sensitive riparian habitat in 
Rock Creek and Woman Creek.”  In the Rock Creek drainage, 0.3 
miles, or 9% of the proposed 3.4 miles of trail would be within 
riparian areas.  All of the trails that would cross through riparian areas 
would be on existing roads, and would be closed seasonally to protect 
sensitive wildlife species.  The east-west multi-use trail near the Rock 
Creek drainage would be on the pediment top about 50 vertical feet 
above the drainage, and would be generally about 175 feet from the 
slope wetlands and between 300 and 600 feet from the stream bottom.   
 
In the Woman Creek drainage, 0.1 miles, or 2% of the proposed 4.6 
miles of trail would be within riparian areas.  Most of the proposed 
multi-use trail would be on an existing roads that are no less than 
about 150 feet from riparian habitat, with the exception of several 
small stream crossings that would use existing road crossings. 
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15-6 
 
 
 
 
 

15-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 

15-8 
 
 
 
 
 

15-9 
 
 
 

15-10 
 
 
 

15-11 

 

 

During the planning process, the Service took special care to plan 
trail configurations that would avoid and minimize impacts to 
riparian habitat.  Overall, of the 16.5 miles of trails that are planned 
for Alternative B, 0.4 miles, or 2% of trail would be within riparian 
habitat areas.  The 0.4 miles of trail that are within riparian habitat 
areas are trail crossings, most of which are on existing roads.  
Adequate bridging and habitat restoration will be used to minimize 
trail impacts at these crossings.  

15-4.  Alternative C would not include public hunting on the grounds 
that the Refuge would be closed to all public access, with the 
exception of guided tours.  There would be sufficient resources to 
control wild ungulates, if necessary, through selective culling. 

15-5.  While Alternative D would have greater effects on wildlife and 
habitat than Alternative B, the Service believes that the effects would 
be compatible with the habitat management goals of the Refuge.  
Additional analysis (Table 14) has shown that the length of trail per 
acre in Alternative D would be lower than other nearby open space 
facilities. 

15-6.  Section 3.6 of the DEIS and the FEIS, as well as Figure 19, 
includes an analysis of potential prairie dog habitat on the Refuge.  
This analysis was based on a habitat model that included soils. 

15-7.  The Service acknowledges that sustainable prairie dog 
management needs to be balanced against other management 
concerns.  Currently, there are 10 acres of prairie dog colonies at 
Rocky Flats, most of which are adjacent to Highway 128 and nearby 
County open space lands.  The Service has carefully examined 
available habitat and historical prairie dog areas at Rocky Flats, and 
believes that the suggested limits for prairie dog expansion are 
appropriate guidelines to allow for sustainable prairie dog expansion.  
One of the purposes of these guidelines is to limit prairie dog 
expansion into xeric tallgrass communities.   
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15-12 
 
 
 
 
 
 

15-13 
 
 
 
 
 

15-14 

 

The Service appreciates the County’s suggestion regarding weed 
control issues, and has revised Objective 1.7 – Prairie Dog 
Management to better correlate prairie dog expansion and weed 
management efforts.  Objective 5.2 – Conservation, outlines that the 
Service will work with adjacent jurisdictions to address cross-
boundary resource management issues.  Specific agreements would 
be arranged in the future on an as-needed basis.     

15-8.  Objective 5.2 – Conservation, outlines that the Service will 
work with adjacent jurisdictions to address cross-boundary resource 
management issues.  As most of the prairie dogs at Rocky Flats 
appear to be associated with populations across Highway 128 on 
County open space lands, this is a good example of an opportunity for 
the Service to work with the County on prairie dog management.  
Specific agreements would be arranged in the future on an as-needed 
basis.     

15-9.  The Service agrees that unmanaged prairie dog expansion in 
Alternative A has the potential to adversely impact several sensitive 
resources, including sharp-tailed grouse habitat.  However, this 
situation reflects realities of the “no action” scenario. 

15-10.  Dr. Meaney’s article was considered in the analysis of 
potential trail impacts to Preble’s that is found in Section 4.6.  In 
addition, see response to comment 15-3.  All of the trails that are 
planned in Preble’s habitat would be located on existing roads, and 
that most of these areas would be subject to seasonal closures. 

15-11.  Thank you for your comment.  While the exact nature of the 
fencing around the DOE retained area is the responsibility of the 
RFCA parties, the Service has recommended a four-strand barbed-
wire fence and/or obelisks that allow for the movement of wildlife 
across the site. 

15-12.  Managed grazing would be permitted in Alternatives B and C.  
As any grazing regime would be highly managed, Refuge staff would 
monitor its results and any adverse effects.  Specific plans grazing 
regimes management and monitoring would be identified in a step-
down Vegetation and Wildlife Management Plan.  
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15-13.  While the Service agrees that the proposed alternatives would 
change the nature and frequency of human uses in the buffer zone, 
these changes are not anticipated to adversely affect wildlife under 
any alternative.  The Service believes that the phased implementation 
plan would allow for wildlife and Refuge managers to adjust to new 
human uses on the Refuge.  Objective 5.3 – Research, would 
encourage scientific research related to the impacts of public use on 
wildlife populations.  However, the Service does not believe that it is 
necessary to suspend public use until such research in completed. 

15-14.  Thank you for your comments. 

 

 



Comment 
# Letter #16 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

16-1 

 

 

 

16-1.  Thank you for your comments.  The configuration of the DOE 
retained area will be decided by the RFCA Parties. 
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16-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

16-3 

 

 

 

16-2.  The Service agrees that if weed management efforts are to be 
successful, a broad range of management tools needs to be available.  
The Service would work with Jefferson County and other 
jurisdictions in the development of step-down management plans, 
including an Integrated Pest Management Plan. 

16-3. During the winter of 2003/2004, the Service, in partnership 
with DOE, the Cold War Museum, and the Jefferson County 
Historical Society, stabilized the Lindsay barn, which was severely 
damaged during the March 2003 blizzard.  The east and west wings 
were essentially rebuilt.  After evaluation of the farmhouse, the 
Service has concluded that it is in a dilapidated condition and may be 
weathered beyond repair.  The Service has retained the option of 
demolishing the farmhouse if it poses a significant safety hazard to 
Refuge visitors.  Chapter 3 of the Final CCP/EIS includes additional 
information on the history and present condition of the Lindsay 
Ranch. 

As stated in the rationale for Alternatives A, B, and D under 
Objective 6.4, the Service would be willing to work with partners and 
consider stabilizing the house if resources could be found through 
partnerships or grants to undertake such a project.  The Service agrees 
that the house can be interpreted whether it remains standing or not 
through a variety of media such as interpretive panels.  The EIS has 
been revised to reflect this.  The Service is concerned about the house 
becoming an attractive nuisance if it is fenced off, and the type of 
security fencing that would be required to keep visitors away could 
detract from the visual qualities of the area. 
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16-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

16-5 
 
 
 
 
 

16-6 

 

 

16-4.  Several jurisdictions have suggested additional trail loops in 
the southern part of the Refuge.  Revisions to the Alternative B trails 
include a trail connection to the southwest, a more direct connection 
to the east, and a new southern east-west trail alignment that provides 
a more diverse and higher quality trail experience.  These trail 
revisions do not significantly change the total length of trails in 
Alternative B.  The Service believes that the significant additions to 
the trail system would no longer strike the balance between public 
use and habitat management that Alternative B seeks to achieve, 
would add to the overall trail length without contributing to the 
quality of the experience, and would add to the cost of trail 
maintenance. 

16-5.  Due to the level of disturbance to the site, a limited budget for 
Refuge management, and public concerns about access to the Refuge, 
the Service has elected to maintain the public use implementation 
plan that was proposed in the Draft CCP/EIS.  By focusing staffing 
and budgetary resources on habitat restoration in the first 5 years, the 
Service would be able to reduce the severity of noxious weed 
infestations, and initiate road restoration before public trail use would 
introduce a new disturbance onto the landscape.  However, Objective 
2.13 – Recreation Facilities has been revised to allow greater 
flexibility in opening additional trails in the first five years if 
conditions and funding allow. 

16-6.  In the DEIS and FEIS, the Front Range Trail was considered to 
be a Reasonably Foreseeable Activity that was planned to occur 
outside of the Refuge.  None of the alternatives considered 
incorporating the Front Range Trail onto the Refuge, and thus the 
effects were not analyzed. 

In developing the alternatives, the Service examined if the Front 
Range Trail could be accommodated on a portion of the site, and 
found that there are currently no reasonable alternatives for locating 
the trail on the Refuge.  The Service does not have a lead role in 
planning the Front Range Trail, but will work with state agencies and 
local government proponents if any future trail alternatives are 
developed that include the Refuge. 

 

 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 72 Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

 



Comment 
# Letter #16 continued Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

16-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

16-8 
 
 

16-9 
 

16-10 
 

16-11 
 
 
 

16-12 

 

 

 

16-7.  Alternative B includes equestrian access on the trails in the 
southern part of the Refuge, under the stipulations that are described 
in the Compatibility Determination in Appendix B. 

16-8.  The Service is looking forward to continued collaboration with 
the County and other nearby jurisdictions.  Working with others is 
one of the six planning goals of the Refuge. 

16-9.  The Service would consider these and other resources during 
the management of the Refuge. 

16-10.  The Service would work with the County to establish 
appropriate emergency response protocols. 

16-11.  The FEIS was revised accordingly.   

16-12.  The Service does not anticipate a constant law enforcement 
presence on the Refuge.  However, the Service does believe that the 
proposed levels of staffing are sufficient to implement the 
management objectives that are proposed in the CCP.  Resources 
would be shared across the refuge complex that includes the Rocky 
Mountain Arsenal NWR and Two Ponds NWR. 
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16-13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

16-14 

 

 

 

16-13.  As required by the Refuge Act, the Service analyzed different 
fencing options in Section 4.15 – Fencing Considerations.  A barbed-
wire boundary fence was recommended for all alternatives.  Section 
1.8 of the FEIS was revised to indicate that the Service believes that a 
barbed-wire agricultural fence and/or permanent obelisks with 
appropriate signage would best demarcate the DOE retained area, 
keep any livestock out of the DOE retained area, and indicate the 
DOE lands would be closed to public access.  Such a fence would not 
adversely affect the movement of wildlife across the site, and would 
not be visually obtrusive.  The Service has provided these 
recommendations to the RFCA parties.   

16-14.  The DEIS and FEIS identify those resources that fall within a 
distance of 50, 125, 300 feet from Indiana.  The Service acknow-
ledges that the transfer of land for the purposes of transportation 
improvements is DOE’s responsibility and would occur prior to the 
establishment of the Refuge.  The Refuge Act directs the Service to 
address and make recommendations for the identification of any land 
that DOE could make available for transportation improvements.  The 
FEIS was revised to include a new Section 4.16 that discusses poten-
tial Refuge lands within a corridor immediately west of Indiana Street 
up to 300 feet wide.  The new section also describes recommended 
mitigation measures that would minimize adverse impacts to the 
Refuge related to any transportation improvements along Indiana 
Street, Highway 128, and Highway 93.  
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16-15 
 
 
 

16-16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

16-17 
 

16-18 

 

 

16-15.  Thank you for your comments. 

16-16.  See response to comment 16-5.  

16-17.  The FEIS was revised to clarify the meaning of “pre-
settlement” conditions to be a conceptual goals for habitat restoration 
based on ecological conditions that existed prior to ranching and 
modern use and disturbance of the site.  This definition has been 
added to the glossary. 

16-18.  Thank you for your comments. 
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17-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

17-2 

 

 

 

17-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

17-2.  Alternative B includes the stabilization and interpretation of 
the Lindsay Ranch barn. 
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18-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

18-2 

 

 

 

18-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

18-2.  The Service does not have the authority to determine the extent 
(up to 300 feet) of a transportation corridor that could be made 
available.  The transfer of land for the purposes of transportation 
improvements is DOE’s responsibility and will occur prior to the 
Refuge establishment.   
 
The DEIS identifies those resources that fall within a distance of 50, 
125, and 300 feet from Indiana.  The Refuge Act directs the Service 
to address and make recommendations for the identification of any 
land that DOE could make available for transportation improvements.  
The FEIS was revised to include a new Section 4.16 that discusses 
potential Refuge lands within a corridor immediately west of Indiana 
Street up to 300 feet wide.  The new section also describes 
recommended mitigation measures that would minimize adverse 
impacts to the Refuge related to any transportation improvements 
along Indiana Street, Highway 128, and Highway 93. 
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18-3 
 
 
 

18-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

18-3.  The Service disagrees with the City’s interpretation that the 
Refuge Act requires “objective criteria” for evaluating an application 
for a corridor.  If an application is submitted to DOE for the corridor, 
the Service would work with the applicant and the DOE to minimize 
the impacts of transportation improvements to the Refuge.  See 
response to comment 18-4 for additional discussion. 

18-4.  The Refuge Act directs the Service to make recommendations 
on land that could be made available for transportation 
improvements.    To that end, the FEIS includes a new Section 4.16, 
which discusses potential concerns that the Service would have 
related to any transportation improvements along Indiana Street, 
Highway 128, and Highway 93. 
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18-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

18-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

18-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

18-8 

 

 

 

 

18-5.  See response to comment 18-4. 

18-6.  See response to comment 18-4. 

18-7.  The FEIS was revised to describe the types of cumulative 
impacts that adjacent urban development may have on the Refuge. 

18-8.  Rocky Flats was not included as critical habitat for the Preble’s 
because it was designated to become a National Wildlife Refuge and 
the mouse would be protected as a result.  While the DEIS states that 
the Refuge was not included in the critical habitat designation for the 
Preble’s, the Service disagrees with the assertion that this statement 
of fact implies that “its habitat may be taken and used for conflicting 
purposes.”  During the critical habitat designation process, the 
Service directed that areas outside of the critical habitat designation 
will continue to be subject to conservation actions and regulatory 
protections (69 Fed. Reg. 37295).   

The Final CCP/EIS identifies up to 8.5 acres of potential Preble’s 
habitat that would be included in a 300-foot transportation right-of-
way.  While the revised discussion in Section 4.16 includes general 
concerns related to habitat impacts related to Refuge management, it 
is not the Service’s responsibility to analyze the potential direct 
impacts of yet unknown transportation improvements.   
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19-1 

 

 

 

 

19-1.  Thank you for your comments.  See responses to the City of 
Westminster’s comments (letter #12). 
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20-1 
 
 
20-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20-3 

 

20-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

20-2.  There is no scientific evidence that there are dangerous levels 
of plutonium or other contaminants scattered “across the whole of the 
6,500 acre site.”  Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can 
become a Refuge until the EPA certifies DOE has completed a 
cleanup and closure.  The EPA and CDPHE considered the types of 
recreational activities that may be allowed on the Refuge when the 
RSALS of cleanup were determined.  The Service is not a decision-
maker in matters regarding cleanup, but the EPA and CDPHE have 
accepted that all activities proposed in the CCP will be safe.  
However, in response to public interest and concern, an expanded 
discussion of issues related to site cleanup is included in Section 1.8. 

20-3.  See response to comment 20-2. 
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20-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 

20-5 
 
 
 

20-6 
 
 
 

20-7 
 
 

20-8 
 
 

20-9 
 
 

20-10 

 

20-4.  See response to comment 20-2. 

20-5.  The final configuration of the DOE retained area, as well as the 
nature of any fencing or structures demarcating its boundary within 
the Refuge will be decided by DOE and the other RFCA parties.  The 
Service is not the final decision-maker in these matters.  However, the 
Service will continue to provide input to the RFCA parties.   
 
In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation be 
“seamless” with few obvious visual differences between the Refuge 
and the DOE retained area.  Section 1.8 of the FEIS was revised to 
indicate that the Service believes that a barbed-wire agricultural fence 
and/or permanent obelisks with appropriate signage would best 
demarcate the DOE retained area, keep any livestock out of the DOE 
retained area, and indicate the DOE lands would be closed to public 
access.  Such a fence would not adversely affect the movement of 
wildlife across the site, and would not be visually obtrusive.  The 
Service has provided these recommendations to the RFCA parties.   

20-6.  The Refuge was established by the U.S. Congress in the Rocky 
Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001.  Rocky Flats will not be 
the first refuge established on a former nuclear facility.  Saddle 
Mountain NWR was established in Washington in 1971, with over 
30,000 acres in the buffer zone of the DOE’s Hanford Site.  Saddle 
Mountain was included in the Hanford Reach National Monument, 
created as part of the Refuge System in 2000.  Over 50,000 acres of 
the Hanford Reach National Monument is currently open to public 
use.  Unfortunately, with the Refuge system there are dozens of sites 
that have to deal with a variety of contaminant issues related to 
former and/or adjacent land uses. 

20-7.  See response to comment 20-2. 

20-8.  Tissue samples, including edible meat tissues, of deer 
harvested at Rocky Flats in 2002 have been analyzed for 
contaminants.  The results of the analysis indicate that there is no 
significant uptake of contaminants by deer or other wildlife species at 
Rocky Flats. 
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20-11 

 

Extensive studies have been conducted on wildlife and vegetation at 
Rocky Flats since the mid 1970s, mostly by Colorado State 
University.  These studies include two deer studies as well as studies 
of small mammals, arthropods (insects), snakes, and cattle.  Samples 
were taken of various species for the Draft Ecological Risk 
Assessments for Walnut Creek and Woman Creek Watersheds at 
Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (September 1995) and 
included samples from small mammals, insects, benthic invertebrates, 
and fish.  Additional studies were done by CSU on vegetation uptake 
of Pu, in both terrestrial and aquatic species.  Studies have also been 
done at other DOE facilities that can be used to compare to Rocky 
Flats.  

One of the purposes that the Refuge was established is scientific 
research.  Once the Service takes primary jurisdiction, the Service 
will review proposals for research on the site.  If the Service 
establishes that the research will be of benefit to science and the 
advancement of the Refuge, the investigators will be allowed to 
proceed with the research. 

20-9.  Working with others is one of the six planning goals of the 
Refuge. 

20-10.  The Service would involve the public in Refuge management 
decisions in a variety of forums.  First, many of the specific 
management actions would be determined by “step-down” 
management plans, such as a Fire Management Plan or an Integrated 
Pest Management Plan.  Step-down management plans typically 
include a public participation process.  A second means for citizens to 
be involved in Refuge management is through the establishment of a 
“Friends” group for the Refuge (Objective 5.4).  Alternatives B and D 
would implement a volunteer program which is a great way for the 
public to actively engage in Refuge management.  Finally, existing 
forums for citizen involvement in matters pertaining to Rocky Flats 
include the Rocky Flats Citizen Advisory Board (RFCAB), and the 
Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments. 

20-11.  Thank you for your comments. 
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21-1 
 
 

21-2 
 
 

21-3 
 
 

21-4 
 
 

21-5 
 

21-6 
 

21-7 

21-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

21-2.  Thank you for your comments. 

21-3.  Based on the interest of the Coalition and several members of 
the public, the Service considered expanding initial public access 
opportunities on the Refuge.  Due to the proposed restoration, a 
limited budget for Refuge management, and public concerns about 
access to the Refuge, the Service maintained the public use 
implementation plan for all alternatives.  By focusing staffing and 
budgetary resources on habitat restoration in the first 5 years, the 
Service would be able to reduce the severity of noxious weed 
infestations, and initiate road restoration before public trail use would 
introduce a new disturbance onto the landscape. 

21-4.  A parallel trail along the north-south access road has been 
incorporated into Alternatives B and D. 

21-5.  The Draft CCP/EIS acknowledges that there would be no 
proposed connection between trails in the Rock Creek portion of the 
Refuge, and the existing and proposed trails to the north of the 
Refuge along Highway 128.  Based on the concerns of the Coalition, 
the City of Boulder, and several citizens, the planning team re-visited 
this decision, but did not include such a connection in the Proposed 
Action.  A connection would not be provided because the Rock Creek 
drainage is the most ecologically sensitive portion of the Refuge, and 
therefore would only support seasonal, hiking-only trails.  A multi-
use through trail in this area would hamper the Service’s ability to 
manage access and seasonal closures.  In addition, a trail connection 
to the north would need to ascend steep slopes below Highway 128, 
and would compromise the Service’s ability to manage trail access 
and use in the sensitive Rock Creek drainage.   

21-6.  Throughout the planning process, there has been community 
interest in a trail along the east side of the Refuge.  For several 
reasons, the proposed action does not include such a trail.  These 
reasons include uncertainties surrounding the potential transfer of 
land along Indiana Street for regional transportation improvements, 
the desired level of trail facilities that would be consistent with the 
Service’s goal of balancing habitat protection and public use, and 
public concerns about contamination issues.  While the Service does 
not hesitate to accept cleanup decisions related to protecting the 
safety of Refuge visitors and workers, the Service is aware of and  
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21-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 

21-9 
 
 
 

21-10 

 

sensitive to public perceptions and concerns about residual 
contamination on the eastern edge of the Refuge and therefore does 
not propose a north-south trail along the west side of the Indiana 
Street corridor.  However, the Service has added to the CCP/EIS a 
discussion of preliminary recommendations regarding transportation 
improvements along the Refuge boundaries (Section 4.16).  A north-
south trail connection along the Indiana Street corridor is among 
those recommendations. 

21-7.  See response to comment 21-5 regarding connections to trails 
to the north.  In regard to north-south equestrian access, the Service 
anticipates that the Front Range Trail, which is conceptually proposed 
along the Highway 93 corridor, would provide north-south regional 
equestrian access.  As noted in response to comment 21-6, the 
Service recommends that a north-south multi-use trail be included in 
any major transportation improvements along the Refuge. 

21-8.  Issues related to ongoing cleanup activities are beyond the 
scope of the CCP/EIS and outside of the Service’s decision-making 
authority.  Due to the high level of public interest and concern, and 
expanded discussion of issues related to site cleanup is included in 
Section 1.8. 

21-9.  The Service recognizes that the question of future public access 
to the Refuge is a sensitive political issue, and is confident in the EPA 
and CDPHE’s position that once the site is certified to be safe, it 
would be safe for all Refuge activities, including public use. 

21-10.  Thank you for your comment. 

 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 87 Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

 



 
Comment 

# Letter #22 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

22-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 

22-2 
 
 

22-3 
 

22-4 
 

22-5 
 

22-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

22-2.  Thank you for your comments.  The Refuge trail system was 
designed to provide minimize impacts to natural resources, provide 
meaningful visual or physical access to the Refuge attributes, and to 
provide interesting experience for trail users. 

22-3.  Thank you for your comment. 

22-4.  Thank you for your comment.  

22-5.  Early in the planning process, the existing pull-off area along 
Highway 128, adjacent to the Rock Creek drainage and across the 
road from Boulder County’s Coalton Trail access was considered as a 
potential trailhead location.  This trailhead location was not included 
in any of the alternatives for several reasons, all related to the 
sensitive natural resources in the Rock Creek drainage.  First, the 
aforementioned location is bounded to the south by slopes that the 
Service believes are too steep for an ecologically sensitive trail 
connection.  Second, due to the resources in the Rock Creek drainage, 
all trails in that area would be hiking only and closed seasonally.  If a 
trailhead or multi-use trail connection were established at that 
location, the Service does not believe that it would be able to 
effectively enforce the seasonal and modal trail closures that would 
be necessary to protect natural resources.  Finally, the northern 
trailhead location is not intended to be a regional trail connection.  
Instead, it is envisioned to be a starting off point for access to the 
Refuge trails and views for the communities to the north of Rocky 
Flats. 

The Service understands the desire of some users to have a northern 
connection to the Refuge, but in balancing the ecological concerns of 
the area, the proximity of the Wind Technology Site, and the 
potential mining of most of the western portion of the site, the 
Service was not able to identify a compatible trail connection to 
Boulder’s open space lands.  The Service believes that there are other 
options that exist adjacent to the Refuge and would encourage user 
groups to explore other options. 
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22-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

22-7 
 
 

22-8 
 
 
 
 

22-9 
 
 
 
 

22-10 
 
 
 

22-11 

In regard to the potential Cold War Museum location along Highway 
128, that location, referenced in Section 2.10 – Reasonably 
Foreseeable Activities, was recommended as a potential site in the 
2003 Museum Feasibility Study.  The Study suggested a site near the 
entrance to the National Wind Technology Center, which is about ¼ 
mile west of the aforementioned Coalton Trail access point.    

22-6.  The proposed trails shown in Figure 21, Regional Trails, are 
based on existing plans and documents that were provided by 
adjacent jurisdictions.  While some have been proposed by individual 
jurisdictions in anticipation of Refuge establishment, most were 
planned and documented prior to the CCP/EIS planning process.  For 
this reason, the Service sought to establish trail connections to other 
planned trails where practicable.  It is understood that some trail 
connections to the Refuge (such as Colorado Hills Open Space) 
would need to be established in the future whether or not they are in 
the current plans for those areas.  It is the intent of the Service to 
work with nearby jurisdictions to establish regional trail connectivity. 

22-7.  The Service acknowledges that Alternative B does not provide 
a direct, north-south trail connection on either the east or west sides 
of the Refuge.  Based on the concerns and recommendations of 
others, the planning team reconsidered the trail configuration in 
Alternative B and added a north-south trail along the visitor access 
road, as well as a trail connection to the southwest. 

As specified in the Refuge Act, an area with a width of up to 300 feet 
may be used for highway improvements along Indiana Street.  In 
addition, it is not known at this time what the final boundary will be 
for the eastern edge of the DOE retained land and if there will be any 
Refuge boundary between the two.  Further, the Service believes that 
a trail along the eastern edge of the site should be included as part of 
any roadway widening project.  

22-8.  Prior to full implementation of the public use plans for the 
Refuge, the Service will be obligated to address ecological concerns 
related to noxious weeds and revegetation of unused roads on the 
Refuge.  By focusing staffing and budgetary resources on habitat 
restoration in the first 5 years, the Service would be able to reduce the 
severity of noxious weed infestations, and initiate road restoration 
before public trail use would introduce a new disturbance onto the 
landscape.  Objective 2.13 – Recreation Facilities has been revised to 
allow for more flexibility in opening trails.   
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22-12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

22-13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

22-14 

22-9.  Thank you for your comment. 

22-10.  The Service has received mixed support for equestrian access 
and has concerns about the potential ecological impacts related to 
additional weed sources, increased trail erosion, and user conflicts.  
For these reasons, the Service’s limitation of equestrian access in 
Alternative B is intended to provide a separation of uses and to be 
conservative with regard to ecological impacts.   

22-11.  The Service is aware that there are many divergent opinions 
and conflicting studies regarding the specific impacts of various trail 
uses on the environment.  As noted, there is a “paucity of objective 
data about the effects of recreation trail users on trail sustainability.”  
In preparing the DEIS, the Service was careful to acknowledge that 
the context and conditions of specific studies may or may not apply to 
the Rocky Flats environment.  However, the types of general effects 
that are possible as a result of various trail uses, as described in 
Section 4.4, appear to be a reasonable assessment.  Given the general 
effects that may occur, the EIS concludes that the proposed trail uses 
would result in “localized, long term effects” that could be mitigated 
by appropriate trail maintenance and visitor use management.  This 
discussion has been revised to better reflect the general nature of the 
types of potential effects, and the specific impacts that are likely to 
result from the alternatives. 

22-12.  While there is disagreement in the scientific and recreation 
community about the extent that recreationists in general and 
equestrians in particular contribute to the dispersal of noxious weeds 
along trails, the Service believes that it is reasonable to assume, as 
stated in the EIS, that bicycles and horses have the potential to carry 
and disperse weed seeds.  The Benninger-Truax (1992) article 
describes observations that noxious weeds were more concentrated 
along trails.  Other studies have confirmed this observation.  The 
Service does not find reason to validate speculation in these or other 
articles that equestrians or any other particular trail users are more or 
less responsible for weed dispersal.  The Service has taken relevant 
observations from the articles cited and is not inclined to speculate on 
the policy intentions or the adequacy of the methods used in these or 
other studies.   

22-13.  Mr. Lane has been actively involved in CCP/EIS process, and 
has provided useful comments to the DEIS. 
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22-15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

22-16 
 
 
 
 

22-17 
 
 
 
 
 

22-18 
 
 
 

22-19 
 

22-20 

22-14.  The use of weed-free hay on the Refuge would be encouraged 
through education and outreach.  The Service believes that due to 
limited resources and the proximity of the site to many potential 
horse users, it would be difficult to enforce a weed-free requirement.  
Therefore, the Service believes that education and outreach would be 
more effective. 

22-15.  The Service acknowledges that weeds have become a serious 
ecological issue at Rocky Flats in the absence of equestrian or any 
public use.  While natural resource protection is a priority of Refuge 
management, equestrian or bicycle access are not priority public uses 
of the Refuge.  The inclusion of equestrian use, as a mode of access, 
would be permitted with the stipulation that equestrian groups would 
remove horse manure on a volunteer basis.  This stipulation is given 
in the interest of protecting native habitat from increased weed 
dispersal.  While the Service recognizes the debate about whether 
horse manure is indeed a vector for weed dispersal, natural resource 
protection is a higher priority than equestrian access so the Service 
has elected to take a conservative approach. 

Another concern about equestrian access is the aesthetic impact of 
horse manure on trails.  Extensive amounts of manure on trails can 
increase user conflicts and complaints from other Refuge visitors.  
This is another reason why equestrian use would be permitted with 
the stipulation that equestrian groups would remove horse manure on 
a volunteer basis.   

22-16.  Weed management would be a critical component of any 
Refuge management scenario.  The Service believes that the proposed 
weed management budget in Alternative B would be sufficient to 
achieve the weed reduction targets described in Objective 1.5.   

22-17.  Thank you for your participation. 

22-18.  Thank you for your comment. 

22-19.  The attached map was reviewed by the planning team.  Its 
consideration is addressed in the responses to comments 22-5, 22-6, 
and 22-7. 

22-20.  Thank you for your input. 
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23-1 
 

23-2 

 

 

 

23-1.  Figure 19 and the discussion in Section 3.8 of the FEIS have 
been revised to reflect the approval of the West Spray Field mining 
permit. 

23-2.  Thank you for your comment. 
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23-3 
 
 
 

 

23-3.  Thank you for your comment. 
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23-4 
 
 

23-5 
 
 
 
 

  

23-4.  Thank you for your comments. 

23-5.  The proposed access roads have been designed to provide 
reasonable access to ditches, utility easements, and other private 
property rights on the Refuge.  The Service would work with Church 
Ranch to ensure reasonable access to those facilities. 
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24-1 
 
 

24-2 
 
 
 

24-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

24-4 

 

 

 

24-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

24-2.  Thank you for your comments. 

24-3.  Thank you for your comments. 

24-4.  The Service agrees that public hunting would be a safe and 
positive form of wildlife dependent recreation on the Refuge, and 
would complement other tools for managing ungulate populations.  
Objective 1.6 – Deer and Elk Management, and Objective 2.10 – 
Hunting Program, have been revised to better correlate the 
establishment and analysis of target population size and public 
hunting programs, and to clarify that hunting would be used as both a 
population management tool and a form of wildlife-dependent public 
recreation.  The Final CCP/EIS has been revised to propose only 
archery and shotguns for deer/elk hunting.  The proposal to allow the 
use of muzzle-loading rifles has been removed in consideration of 
safety comments received during the public review of the Draft 
CCP/EIS. 
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24-5 
 
 
 
 

24-6 
 
 
 
 
 

24-7 
 
 
 
 
 

24-8 
 
 
 

24-9 
 
 
 
 

24-10 

24-5.  Noxious weed infestations at Rocky Flats are among the 
greatest natural resource concerns on the site.  The Service supports 
that philosophical goal of eliminating weeds at Rocky Flats during 
the 15-year life of the CCP.  However, one of the Service’s guidelines 
for writing management objectives is that the objectives are 
achievable.  To that end, the Service believes that an incremental 
approach to weed reduction resulting in a 60 percent total reduction in 
15 years would be achievable, and would have significant ecological 
benefits. 

24-6.  The Service agrees that potential additional surface mining on 
Refuge land in the headwaters of the Refuge streams would have an 
adverse impact on the management of the Refuge and its resources, 
and would not be compatible with the purposes of the Refuge or the 
NWRS.  As the DEIS and FEIS discusses under Mineral Rights of 
Section 3.8, the Service will not accept the transfer of administrative 
jurisdiction of lands subject to mining until the United States owns 
the associated mineral rights, or until mined lands have been 
reclaimed to native grasslands.   

24-7.  If funding becomes available, the Service is interested in 
pursuing research and monitoring related to potential hydrological 
changes related to ongoing mining activities at Rocky Flats. 

24-8.  As part of the DOE’s long-term stewardship responsibilities, 
all monitoring equipment, including groundwater monitoring wells, 
will remain in place.  This applies to wells throughout the lands that 
will become the Refuge, in addition to the DOE retained area. 

24-9.  Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a 
Refuge until the EPA certifies DOE has completed cleanup and 
closure.  The Service is not a decision-maker in matters regarding 
cleanup.   

24-10.  Thank you for your comment. 
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25-1 
 
 
 

25-2 
 
 
 

25-3 
 
 
 
 

25-4 

 

 

 

25-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

25-2.  Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a 
Refuge until the EPA certifies DOE has completed a cleanup and 
closure.  The FEIS includes additional discussion of cleanup-related 
issues in Section 1.8. 

25-3.  All public use would be managed though a combination of 
signage, education, and law enforcement.  These methods have 
proven to be effective at other Refuges and in many open space areas.  
In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation of the 
DOE retained area be “seamless” with few obvious visual differences 
between the Refuge and the DOE retained area.  Section 1.8 of the 
FEIS was revised to indicate that the Service believes that a four-
strand barbed-wire agricultural fence and/or permanent obelisks 
would demarcate the interior property boundary, keep any livestock 
out of the DOE lands, and clarify that the DOE lands would be closed 
to public access.  Such a fence would not adversely affect the 
movement of wildlife across the site, and would not be visually 
obtrusive.  The Service has provided these recommendations to the 
RFCA parties. 

25-4.  The Service believes that surface mining of Refuge land would 
have an adverse impact on the management of the Refuge and its 
resources, and would not be compatible with the purposes of the 
Refuge or the NWRS.  As the DEIS and FEIS discusses under 
Mineral Rights of Section 3.8, the Service will not accept the transfer 
of administrative jurisdiction of lands subject to mining until the 
United States owns the associated mineral rights, or until mined lands 
have been reclaimed to native grasslands.   
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26-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26-2 
 

26-3 

 

 

 

26-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

26-2.  The proposed trails were carefully planned to avoid impacts to 
Preble’s habitat.  To that end, all of the proposed trails within 
Preble’s habitat would use existing roads and road crossings, and 
most would be subject to seasonal closures to protect the mouse.  The 
Service believes that these measures, coupled with Preble’s habitat 
restoration, would not adversely affect the species. 

26-3.  The Service supports the philosophical goal of managing for 
100 percent native species composition in the xeric tallgrass 
communities during the 15-year life of the CCP.  However, one of the 
Service’s guidelines for writing management objectives is that the 
objectives are achievable.  To that end, the Service believes that an 
incremental approach to weed reduction and xeric tallgrass 
management resulting in a 80 percent native species composition in 
15 years would be achievable, and would have significant ecological 
benefits. 
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26-4 
 

26-5 
 
 
 

26-6 
 
 
 

26-7 
 
 
 

26-8 
 
 

26-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26-10 
 
 

26-11 

26-4.  The area identified as “disturbed area” in the DEIS maps would 
be restored to mixed grassland prairie.  The maps in the FEIS have 
been revised. 

26-5.  With the exception of the main access road, none of the roads 
would be accessible to the public for motorized vehicle use.  Some 
existing roads would be converted for use by the public as pedestrian 
or non-motorized multi-use trails.  Objective 2.2 – Public Access has 
been revised to clarify this point.  Other roads that would be restored 
would be closed as soon as possible, but may not be closed 
immediately following Refuge establishment due to funding 
constraints.  

26-6.  Besides grazing prescriptions as part of an Integrated Pest 
Management (IPM) program, intense, short-rotation cattle grazing 
may be prescribed to restore natural ecological processes.  In that 
instance, cattle would be used to emulate the bison grazing to restore 
the natural disturbance regime required by a healthy grassland.  The 
Service anticipates that grazing programs would require a system of 
temporary electric fences to manage livestock, including exclusion of 
cattle from Preble’s habitat, riparian areas, and other sensitive 
habitats such as tall upland shrubland communities.  Grazing 
programs will be designed and managed to minimize the introduction 
of additional weeds to the Refuge.  Specific strategies would be 
outlined in a step-down IPM plan. 

26-7.  The primary purpose of plague control on the Refuge would be 
for the protection of human safety and prairie dog populations.  The 
language of Objective 1.7 – Prairie Dog Management has been 
revised to clarify those priorities.  The Service does not propose to 
control prairie dogs to facilitate recreation.  However, the Service will 
manage prairie dogs to facilitate resource conservation and maintain 
the protectiveness of cleanup facilities.  The black-tailed prairie dog 
is a short-grass prairie species.  It would be unnatural and detrimental 
to native ecosystems to encourage or allow prairie dog colonization 
of sensitive plant communities such as the xeric tallgrass community 
or riparian areas.  Although the Service will not be responsible for 
management of DOE retained lands, the Service will work with DOE 
to reduce the potential for prairie dogs and other burrowing animals 
to invade and compromise the remedy by burrowing in DOE areas of 
residual subsurface contamination. 

26-8.  The Service consulted with CDOW in preparation of the Draft 
CCP/EIS and discussed the issue of pronghorn reintroduction.  At this 
time, CDOW is not in favor of pronghorn reintroduction at Rocky 
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Flats due to a lack of sufficient unfragmented habitat and proximity 
to highways and urbanized areas.  The Service defers to CDOW in 
this matter and will not consider pronghorn reintroduction without the 
cooperation of CDOW. 

 



 
Comment 

# Letter #26 continued Response 

 
 
 
 
 

26-12 
 
 
 

26-13 
 
 
 
 
 

26-14 
 
 

26-15 

26-9.  The Service believes that the existing barbed-wire boundary 
fence, which is proposed for all alternatives, would not pose a barrier 
to the movement of wildlife.  With regard to nearby transportation 
improvements, Section 4.16 includes an expanded discussion that 
outlines the Service’s potential concerns that the Service would have 
related to any transportation improvements along Indiana Street, 
Highway 128, and Highway 93, and recommendations for mitigating 
potential impacts. 

26-10.  Thank you for your comment. 

26-11.  The CCP/EIS is written under the premise that the land will 
be remediated and certified prior to the establishment of the Refuge.  
The Service is not a decision-maker in matters regarding cleanup, but 
the EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all activities proposed in the 
CCP would be safe (Appendix D).  However, the Service also 
acknowledges the concerns of many members of the public regarding 
the location and level of residual contamination on lands that will 
become the Refuge.  For this reason, an additional discussion of 
contamination issues has been added in Section 1.8. 

26-12.  While there is common speculation that horses can contribute 
significantly to the spread of weeds, the Service also recognizes that 
there is disagreement within the scientific and recreation communities 
on that point.  Recognizing this uncertainty, the Service proposes to 
allow limited equestrian access under the conditions outlined in the 
Compatibility Determination (Appendix B). 

26-13.  The Service would support opportunities to collaborate with 
other jurisdictions in matters regarding regional resource management 
issues. 

26-14.  The Service is looking forward to working with researchers 
from a variety of organizations to advancing our knowledge of refuge 
resources. 

26-15.  Thank you for your comments. 
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27-1 
 
 
 
 

27-2 
 
 
 
 
 

27-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

27-4 
 
 
 

27-5 

27-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

27-2.  The Service agrees with your assumptions. 

27-3.  The purposes of the Refuge and the priorities by which it 
should be managed are established in the Rocky Flats National 
Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001 (Appendix A), and the National Wildlife 
Refuge Improvement Act of 1997.  This policy guidance is described 
in section 1.1.  The Service designed all alternatives, including 
Alternative D, to fulfill the letter and intent of those policies.  The 
Service disagrees with the assessment that Alternative D provides 
either “intensive or uncontrolled” recreational use.  While the impacts 
of recreational use would be greater in Alternative D, they are still 
compatible with the Refuge purposes and goals.  Additional analysis 
(Table 14) has shown that the length of trail per acre in Alternative D 
would be lower than other nearby open space facilities. 

27-4.  The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all of the lands that 
will become the Refuge would be safe for all of the proposed Refuge 
management activities, including public use.  To minimize the 
impacts of public use on native grassland, riparian areas, and other 
sensitive natural resources, most of the trails would be converted 
from existing roads.   
 
With regard to the delineation of the DOE retained area, the Service 
recommended in the DEIS that the demarcation be “seamless” with 
few obvious visual differences between the Refuge and the DOE 
retained area.   Section 1.8 of the FEIS elaborates that the Service 
believes that a barbed-wire agricultural fence and/or permanent 
obelisks would demarcate the interior property boundary, keep any 
livestock out of the DOE lands, and clarify that the DOE lands are 
closed to public access.  Such a fence would not adversely affect the 
movement of wildlife across the site, and would not be visually 
obtrusive.  The Service has provided these recommendations to the 
RFCA parties. 

27-5.  The Service agrees that the re-use of existing roads would 
provide an opportunity to avoid additional ground disturbance.  To 
that end, 72 % of the proposed trails would be converted from 
existing roads.  The Service believes that the proposed trail locations 
and density of Alternative B would best balance habitat preservation 
and public use, and does not agree that the trail density would be 
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27-6 
 
 
 
 
 

27-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 

27-8 
 
 
 
 
 

27-9 
 
 
 
 

27-10 
 
 
 
 

27-11 
 
 
 

27-12 

“excessive.”  As shown in Table 14, the trail density in Alternative B 
would be similar to, or less than other nearby open space areas 
including Jefferson County’s White Ranch Park and the City of 
Boulder’s Mesa/South Boulder Creek open space area.   
 
With regard to seasonal off-trail use, the Service believes that the 
potential localized impacts of off-trail use would be minor and would 
not adversely affect vegetation communities or wildlife.  In regard to 
specific concerns about residual contamination, the EPA and CDPHE 
have indicated that any proposed public uses, including off-trail use, 
would be safe (Appendix D).  In addition, the proposed off-trail use 
areas (Figure 23) are outside of the DOE retained area and other areas 
of residual soil contamination (Figure 4). 

27-6.  With the exception of Service access for resource management 
purposes, motorized vehicles would not be permitted on any Refuge 
trails in any alternative.  Objective 2.2 – Public Access has been 
revised to clarify that point.  Off-trail use would be limited to 
pedestrian access only, on a seasonal basis, as to avoid disturbance to 
ground-nesting birds and other wildlife species.  With these 
restrictions, the Service does not agree that the off-trail use area 
would be a “sacrifice area,” but rather it would provide a reasonable 
opportunity for amateur naturalists, wildlife photographers, and 
others to access their subjects and would be compatible with the 
purposes of the Refuge and the NWRS. 
 
The Service agrees that insects, reptiles, and other “microfauna” are 
often underrepresented in management plans.  In consideration of 
these and other species, the Service has taken the approach that the 
conservation and restoration of native habitat communities on the 
Refuge would benefit the native species that depend on them, 
including microfauna.  While such species were considered in the 
impacts analysis, the text relating to “smaller species” on page 157 
has been revised to be inclusive of all microfauna. 

27-7.  As explained in response to comment 27-6, off-trail access 
would be open for pedestrian use only.  Under existing conditions, 
there are about 55 miles of roads in the area that would become the 
Refuge.  In Alternative B, about 25 miles of roads would be 
revegetated, while another 15 miles of roads would be converted and 
reduced in width to trails.  The length of newly constructed trails 
would be about 1.5 miles.  While the Service agrees that trails can  
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27-13 

fragment habitats, the extent of proposed trails in Alternative B 
would be compatible with Refuge goals, and the extensive restoration 
of existing roads would have a net benefit on wildlife habitat. 
 
In regard to noxious weed impacts, the Service recognizes that public 
use can increase the spread of weed species along trails.  While there 
is common speculation that horses can contribute significantly to the 
spread of weeds, the Service also recognizes that there is 
disagreement within the scientific and recreation communities on that 
point.  Recognizing this uncertainty, the Service would allow limited 
equestrian access under the conditions outlined in the Compatibility 
Determination (Appendix B).  

27-8.  As established in the National Wildlife Refuge System 
Improvement Act of 1997, one of the goals of the NWRS is to 
provide the public with compatible, wildlife-dependent public use.  
When it is deemed compatible, this public use guidance applies to all 
members of the public, not just organized groups.  The Service 
believes that the level of access presented in Alternative B would be 
compatible with the habitat protection goals of the Refuge, and would 
best balance resource conservation and the provision of wildlife-
dependent recreation. 

27-9.  With the exception of the Lindsay Ranch structures, no other 
historical resources would be removed under any of the alternatives.  
There are no structures remaining associated with the apple orchard 
near Woman Creek – in Alternative C the orchard would be allowed 
to die off over time. 

27-10.  The Service believes that the proposed level of trail use would 
not have any significant impacts on natural resources on the Refuge.  
See responses to comments 27-5, -6, and -7 for more specifics. 

27-11.  The Service agrees with your assessment of grassland 
management and prescribed fire, and appreciates your comment. 

27-12.  The Service agrees with your assessment of grassland 
management and the utility of managed grazing, and appreciates your 
comment. 

27-13.  Thank you for your comments. 
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28-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

28-2 
 

28-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

28-2.  See responses to the specific comments that follow.  Under the 
Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a Refuge until the 
EPA certifies DOE has completed the cleanup and closure.  The 
Service is required by the Refuge Act to complete a CCP by 
December 31, 2004. 
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28-3 
 
 

28-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 

28-5 
 
 
 
 

28-6 

28-3.  While many of the cleanup decision documents have not been 
finalized, the Service has worked closely with the RFCA parties to 
develop a plan that is consistent with the anticipated cleanup results.  
The CCP/EIS is written under the premise that the land will be 
remediated and certified prior to the establishment of the Refuge.  
Should the assumptions regarding the general nature, location, and 
safety of the Refuge land prove incorrect prior to the finalization of 
cleanup documents, the Service would revise the CCP appropriately.  

28-4.  See response to comment 28-3.  The Service is not a decision-
maker in matters regarding cleanup, but the EPA and CDPHE have 
indicated that all activities proposed in the CCP would be safe.  
However, the Service also acknowledges concerns regarding the 
location and level of residual contamination on lands that will 
become the Refuge.  For this reason, we have added an additional 
discussion of contamination issues in Section 1.8. 

28-5.  In their 2003 letters that are included in Appendix D, the EPA 
and CDPHE advise the Service to minimize soil disturbances in areas 
with between 7 and 50 picocuries/gram of soil contamination.  As 
shown in Figure 4, these areas are almost entirely contained within 
the DOE retained area, and do not contain any areas that are planned 
for public use, scientific research, or other Refuge management 
activities.  Section 3.2 – Geology and Soils contains an expanded 
discussion of residual soil contamination levels.    

28-6.  The Service believes that both goals can be achieved at the 
Refuge without compromising one another.  The alternatives were 
developed considering the input and professional experience of 
Service biologists, planning team members, the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife, and representatives from local government agencies. 
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28-7 
 
 
 
 

28-8 
 
 
 
 
 

28-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

28-10 

28-7.  A National Wildlife Refuge is not necessarily the same thing as 
a dictionary definition of a “refuge.”  As established in the National 
Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, one of the goals 
of the NWRS is to provide the public with compatible, wildlife-
dependent public use.  Congress has determined that such uses should 
be provided for if they are compatible.  The Service believes that the 
level of access presented in Alternative B would be compatible with 
the habitat protection goals of the Refuge, and would best balance 
resource conservation and the provision of wildlife-dependent 
recreation.  

28-8.  The Service disagrees with the assessment that the proposed 
trails and use of prescribed fire would increase, rather than decrease 
the threats to species extinction.  The trails were carefully planned to 
use existing roads to the greatest extent possible, and trails in the 
most sensitive habitat areas would be subject to seasonal closures.  In 
addition to using existing roads, most of the trail development 
includes reducing the width of the roadbed to the width of a trail 
(about 8 feet), and restoring the adjoining areas.  Prescribed fire is 
widely recognized as an important tool for grassland restoration, and 
would be used to improve the overall health and function of grassland 
communities at Rocky Flats. 

28-9.  See responses to comments 28-6 and 28-7.  In addition, the 
Service believes that the limited hunting program in Alternatives B 
and D are unlikely to affect wildlife viewing opportunities. 

28-10.  See response to comments 28-3 and 28-4. 
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28-11 
 
 

28-12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

28-13 

28-11.  Thank you for your comment. 

28-12.  While most of the Refuge area has been undisturbed by 
human activity in the last 30 to 50 years, the combined effects of road 
construction, site management, adjacent mining activities, and 
historical grazing have left its grasslands in a distressed condition that 
are increasingly vulnerable to noxious weed infestations.  Managed 
grazing, mowing, and prescribed fire are commonly accepted 
grassland restoration tools that, if carefully applied, would reduce 
noxious weeds and stimulate native plant growth.  All wildfires 
would be suppressed, since the use of “natural fires” in an urban 
environment like Rocky Flats would be a greater hazard to public 
safety than prescribed fire would be.  Adaptive management would be 
a critical component of any grassland management regime to ensure 
that any management tools would not have catastrophic effects.  

28-13.  See response to comment 28-12.  In addition, the use of 
grazing at Rocky Flats would be highly managed, for short periods of 
time, to emulate the effects of grazing by bison under which the 
native grasslands evolved.  This type of management would not result 
in the types of ecological damage that is referenced in the comment. 
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28-14 
 
 

28-15 
 
 
 

28-16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

28-17 
 

28-14.  See response to comment 28-12 and 28-13. 

28-15.  Thank you for your comment. 

28-16.  Due to the extent of noxious weed infestations at Rocky Flats 
and the effect that weeds have on native ecosystems, the Service 
believes it would be important to retain a full suite of pest 
management tools, including chemical herbicides, grazing, mowing, 
prescribed fire, biological controls, temporary fencing, and grubbing 
and handpulling.  Each of these tools would be used as appropriate to 
reduce noxious weed infestations while minimizing adverse 
environmental effects.  Often a combination of tools is required for 
weed control. 

28-17.  The Service is confident in the ability of Service biologists, 
along with the Colorado Division of Wildlife, to establish target 
populations that would be appropriate for Refuge management. 
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28-18 

 
 
 
 

28-19 
 
 
 
 

28-20 
 
 
 

28-21 
 

 
 
28-22 

28-18.  The Service believes that limited public hunting would be 
compatible with Refuge purposes and management, and that it would 
provide an additional management tool for deer and elk populations. 

28-19.  In Alternative B, the Service proposes limiting prairie dog 
expansion to a threshold of 750 acres.  About 10 acres of prairie dog 
colonies currently exist at Rocky Flats.  While the Service recognizes 
the important role that prairie dogs play in the grassland ecosystem, it 
is also important to manage prairie dog populations in balance with 
other wildlife species and vegetation communities.  A sustainable 
expansion of prairie dog colonies would contribute to the health and 
diversity of grasslands, but an overpopulation of prairie dogs across 
the entire Refuge would threaten the viability of other native species, 
as well as the rare xeric tallgrass community in the western portions 
of the Refuge.  Alternative B would allow for a 5000% increase over 
the current population size, which the Service believes would be 
sufficient for a sustainable and dynamic prairie dog population.  
 
Another reason that the Service intends to restrict unlimited 
expansion of prairie dog colonies is due to concerns related to 
residual, subsurface contamination within the DOE retained area.  
The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that subsurface contamination 
does not exist in the area that will become the Refuge.  However, the 
DOE will be responsible for the protection of the remedy facilities 
within the portions of the DOE retained area where subsurface 
contamination will remain, which includes preventing prairie dogs or 
other burrowing animals from accessing subsurface contamination.  
While the Service would not be responsible for prairie dog 
management within the DOE retained area, and while subsurface 
contamination should not be an issue on the Refuge, as a management 
partner with the DOE it is prudent for the Service to maintain a 
sustainable prairie dog population and to keep those populations 
away from the retained area.  

28-20.  Prairie dog populations would be managed using visual 
barriers, on-site relocation, and other non-lethal methods. 

28-21.  In Alternative D, the Service would evaluate the suitability of 
accepting unwanted prairie dogs from other jurisdictions.  In the other 
alternatives, including the Proposed Action, the Service would not 
accept prairie dogs from off site.  As discussed in the response to  
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28-23 
 
 
 

28-24 

comment 28-19, the Service proposes to allow natural expansion of 
existing and adjacent prairie dog populations in a manner that is 
ecologically sustainable. 

28-22.  Any outbreaks of plague in prairie dog colonies would be 
monitored through the observation of on-site Refuge staff.  Informal 
monitoring is relatively simple, as outbreaks of plague in prairie dog 
colonies are readily and quickly apparent. 

28-23.  Tissue samples, including edible meat tissues, of deer 
harvested at Rocky Flats in 2002 have been analyzed for 
contaminants.  The results of the analysis indicate that there is no 
significant uptake of contaminants by deer or other wildlife species at 
Rocky Flats.  The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all of the 
proposed Refuge management objectives, including hunting, would 
be safe for the public. 

28-24.  Thank you for your comments. 
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29-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

29-2 
 
 
 

29-3 
29-4 

 
 

29-5 
 

29-6 

 

29-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

29-2.  Thank you for your comments. 

29-3.  Dogs would not be permitted on the Refuge in any alternative. 

29-4.  Motorized vehicles would not be permitted on the Refuge 
except for designated parking/access areas, Refuge maintenance and 
fire access, and access to utility easements, ditches, and private 
mineral rights.  Objective 2.2 – Public Access has been revised to 
specify that motorized vehicles would not be permitted on Refuge 
trails and roads except for the above uses. 

29-5.  The Service agrees that ecological restoration and the 
protection of the xeric tallgrass ecosystem are important components 
of any Refuge management plan. 

29-6.  The final configuration of the DOE retained area, as well as the 
nature of any fencing or structures demarcating its boundary with the 
Refuge will be decided by DOE and the other RFCA parties.  The 
Service is not the final decision-maker in these matters.  However, the 
Service will continue to provide input to the RFCA parties.   
 
In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation be 
“seamless” with few obvious visual differences between the Refuge 
and the DOE retained area.  Section 1.8 of the FEIS elaborates that 
the Service believes that a four-strand barbed-wire agricultural fence 
and/or permanent obelisks would demarcate the interior property 
boundary, keep any livestock out of the DOE lands, and clarify that 
the DOE lands are closed to public access.  Such a fence would not 
adversely affect the movement of wildlife across the site, and would 
not be visually obtrusive.  The Service has provided these 
recommendations to the RFCA parties. 
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29-7 
 
 

29-8 
 
 
 
 

29-9 
 

29-10 
 
 

29-11 

29-7.  The Service agrees that the preservation of the actual Lindsay 
Ranch structures is not necessary to preserve the agricultural history 
of the site, or to meet the requirements of the Refuge Act.  To that 
end, Alternative C calls for the removal of the structures and 
interpretation of the history of the site.  However, the Service also 
acknowledges that there is public interest in the preservation of the 
structures, as well as the visual character that they add to the Refuge.  
For that reason, the Service recommends continued stabilization and 
interpretation of the Lindsay Ranch barn in Alternative B. 

29-8.  The Service agrees that surface mining of Refuge land would 
have an adverse impact on the management of the Refuge and its 
resources, and would not be compatible with the purposes of the 
Refuge or the NWRS.  The Service has expressed to DOE that it will 
not accept the transfer of administrative jurisdiction of lands subject 
to mining until the United States owns the associated mineral rights, 
or until mined lands have been reclaimed to native grasslands. 

29-9.  The Service has expressed that it would prefer to co-locate 
Refuge offices and/or visitor facilities with the Cold War Museum, if 
such a museum is established and it is within close proximity to the 
Refuge entrance. 

29-10.  In the Service’s preferred alternative, Alternative B, on-site 
environmental education would be targeted towards high school and 
college age students.  On-site education programs would be 
implemented after 5 years of Refuge operations.  The establishment 
of the Refuge and any ensuing public access is predicated by 
certification by the EPA that the cleanup is complete and proposed 
uses would be safe for the public.  Cleanup decisions will not be 
made by the Service and are outside the scope of this EIS.  However, 
due to public interest and concern, an expanded discussion of cleanup 
related issues is included in Section 1.8. 

29-11.  Thank you for your comments. 
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30-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 

30-2 
 
 
 
 

30-3 

 

30-1.  Thank you for your comments and participation. 

30-2.  The Service looks forward to opportunities to collaborate with 
the Museum, as expressed by Objectives 2.8, 2.9, and 6.5. 

30-3.  The establishment of the Cold War Museum is outside the 
jurisdiction of the Service and the scope of the CCP/EIS.  However, 
the Service has expressed that it would prefer to co-locate Refuge 
offices and/or visitor facilities with the Cold War Museum, if such a 
museum is established and it is within close proximity to the Refuge 
entrance. 
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30-4 
 
 
 
 
 

30-5 
 
 
 
 

30-6 
 

30-4.  See response to comment 30-2. 

30-5.  The Service appreciates your efforts to preserve the history of 
the Lindsay Ranch.  As outlined in Objective 6.5 – Cultural 
Resources – Site History, the Service looks forward to future 
partnership opportunities.   

30-6.  Thank you for your comments. 
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31-1 

31-1.  Thank you for your comments.  The documents referenced in 
the letter are part of the administrative record for the project. 
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31-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

31-3 

31-2.  The Service agrees that excerpts from the mission of the 
National Wildlife Refuge System and the purposes of Rocky Flats 
National Wildlife Refuge are correctly quoted.  It is quite clear from 
the language of the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement 
Act of 1997, and the legislative history of that law, that the Secretary 
of the Interior is required to provide the six priority forms of wildlife-
dependent recreation that are the priority public uses of the Refuge 
System, whenever those uses are found to be compatible with the 
purposes of the refuge and the mission of the Refuge System and are 
consistent with public safety.  The Service believes that the public 
uses proposed in the CCP meet the compatibility and safety criteria 
and are, hence, required by the NWRSIA of 1997. 

31-3.  In addition to the response to comment 31-2, the Refuge will 
not be established until it is certified by the EPA to be safe for any 
proposed activities.  
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31-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

31-5 

31-4.  As described in Objective 5.3 – Research, all alternatives 
would allow for some level of compatible scientific research on the 
Refuge.  Currently, the Service anticipates working with others to 
conduct research that has direct implications for Refuge management 
related to wildlife, habitat, and public use.  The Service has no plans 
to conduct research on efficient remediation technologies for cleanup 
of plutonium-contaminated sites.  There would be no need to do this 
since none of the lands coming to the Refuge will require any 
cleanup. 

31-5.  The Service is not a decision-maker in matters pertaining to 
cleanup, and the CCP/EIS is not a cleanup document.  The EPA and 
CDPHE have indicated that all activities that are proposed in the CCP 
alternatives would be safe for both Refuge workers and visitors.  The 
Refuge will not be established until this is certified to be the case.  
For these reasons, issues related to cleanup decisions are not within 
the scope of this EIS.  However, in response to public interest and 
concern, an expanded discussion of issues related to site cleanup and 
residual contamination levels is included in Sections 1.8, 3.2, and 4.2. 
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31-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

31-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

31-8 

31-6.  The Refuge was established by the U.S. Congress in the Rocky 
Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001.  The Act requires the 
Service to manage those lands not retained by the DOE after the EPA 
certifies the cleanup is complete.  The Draft CCP/EIS has been 
written in accordance with existing Service planning policies. 

31-7.  The Service is not qualified, mandated, or permitted to 
establish or challenge cleanup standards for contamination of any 
kind.  These are the responsibilities of the EPA and the CDPHE, 
which have authority over the standards for cleanup at Rocky Flats.  
If the standards change, the five-year review under CERCLA will 
require DOE, EPA, and CDPHE to reevaluate cleanup efficacy and 
determine if additional work needs to take place.  DOE will retain 
liability for any residual contamination. 

31-8.  See response to comment 31-7.  CERCLA clean up levels are 
sometimes higher than standards for some programs.  However, note 
that most of the buffer zone and the area that is likely to become the 
Refuge is below the CDPHE standard of 0.9 pCi/g.  The background 
range for soil is between 0.04 and 0.09 pCi/g.  The RFCA uses the 
value of 0.066 pCi/g for the background value.  If the Service wishes 
to construct a residential building for any purpose, additional 
sampling would be needed and the regulators would need to give 
approval before such a building is constructed.  None of the 
alternatives in the CCP include residential structures. 
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31-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

31-10 

31-9.  Site characterization is the responsibility of the DOE with 
oversight by the EPA and CDPHE.  

31-10.  See response to comment 31-7.  All public uses at the Refuge 
would be voluntary. 
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31-11 
31-12 

 
31-13 

 
 
 
 

31-14 
 
 

31-15 
 
 
 
 
 
 

31-16 
 
 

31-17 
 

31-11.  Thank you for your comment. 

31-12.  Public use would be minimized in Alternatives A and C. 

31-13.  The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all of the proposed 
Refuge activities, in all of the proposed Refuge area, will be safe for 
both Refuge workers and the general public. 

31-14.  The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all of the proposed 
Refuge management activities, including prescribed fire, would be 
safe.  However, in response to concerns about residual contamination, 
the Service does not propose using prescribed fire on the eastern 
portion of the Refuge between Walnut Creek to the north and Woman 
Creek to the south (Figure 8). 

31-15.  The Service believes limited public hunting would be 
compatible with the purposes and management of the Refuge, would 
be a compatible form of wildlife dependent public recreation on the 
Refuge, and would provide an additional management tool for deer 
and elk populations.  The safety of participants and the general public 
would be a primary consideration in the design and management of 
the proposed hunting program.  

31-16.  Off-trail, pedestrian use would be allowed in the area shown 
on Figure 23.  These areas would be well outside of the DOE retained 
area, and would not contain any institutional controls related to the 
site cleanup. 

31-17.  In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation 
be “seamless” with few obvious visual differences between the 
Refuge and the DOE retained area.  The FEIS elaborates that the 
Service believes that a four-strand barbed-wire agricultural fence 
and/or permanent obelisks would demarcate the interior property 
boundary, keep any livestock out of the DOE lands, and clarify that 
the DOE lands are closed to public access.  Such a fence would not 
adversely affect the movement of wildlife across the site, and would 
not be visually obtrusive.  The Service has provided these 
recommendations to the RFCA parties. 
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31-18 
 

31-19 
 
 
 

31-20 

31-18.  The Refuge would include signs and displays conveying the 
history of the site, the location and nature of residual contamination, 
and relative risks associated with the Refuge. 

31-19.  The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that the area that will 
become the Refuge will be safe for all proposed Refuge activities, 
including scientific research.  The contamination levels in the area to 
become the Refuge are currently safe enough (prior to cleanup) not to 
require any response actions.  For these reasons, protective equipment 
would not be required in the areas that will become the Refuge. 

31-20.  The proposed action, Alternative B, calls for a visitor contact 
station rather than a full visitor’s center at the Refuge.  However, the 
Service has expressed that it would prefer to co-locate some visitor 
and/or office facilities with the Cold War Museum, if such a museum 
is established and it is within close proximity to the Refuge entrance. 
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32-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32-2 
 

 

32-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

32-2.  Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a 
Refuge until the EPA certifies DOE has completed the cleanup and 
closure.   

The CCP/EIS is written under the premise that the land will be 
remediated and certified prior to the establishment of the Refuge, and 
the establishment of the Refuge will not have a significant effect on 
the human environment.  If post-cleanup conditions change this 
assumption, the cleanup will not be certified and the Refuge will not 
be established. 
 
In response to public interest and concern about contamination issues, 
the FEIS includes an expanded discussion of cleanup in Section 1.8, 
of residual soil contamination levels in Section 3.2, and any potential 
effects of Refuge activities on those soils in Section 4.2.  This 
additional information demonstrates that environmental concerns, 
including the health of Refuge workers, visitors, and the general 
public, have been considered throughout the decision making process.  
Based on the cleanup assumptions that must be met prior to Refuge 
establishment, as well as the levels of residual contamination in the 
lands that will become the Refuge, the Service concurs with the EPA 
and CDPHE that the proposed Refuge activities will not have a 
significant effect on the quality of the human environment. 
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32-3 

 

32-3.  An expanded discussion of contamination issues and cleanup 
levels is included in Section 1.8.  The determination of cleanup 
standards is inclusive of all persons, including children, the elderly or 
infirm. 
 
The erosion or dispersion of soil by wind or water will not be a 
concern in the areas that will become the Refuge, because residual 
contamination levels in most of those areas will be at background or 
extremely low (below 1 pCi/g) (none of the contamination levels in 
lands to become the Refuge would be above 7 pCi/g – the cleanup 
standard at Rocky Flats is 50 pCi/g).  The contamination levels in the 
area to become the Refuge are currently safe enough (prior to 
cleanup) to not require any response actions.  The DOE will retain 
any areas where residual contamination is high enough to pose a 
concern due to erosion. 
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32-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32-5 

 

32-4.  The timing of the Comprehensive Conservation Planning 
process was directed by Congress in the Refuge Act.  The Service has 
been in continued contact with the DOE during the CCP planning 
process and has been apprised of the approximate boundaries of the 
lands that will be retained by DOE for long-term monitoring and 
stewardship.  While the exact boundaries are likely to change prior to 
Refuge establishment, the Service is confident that the general nature 
of the lands and resources that will be included in the Refuge will not 
change.  For these reasons, the Service is confident that it is both 
reasonable and effective to complete the CCP process at this time. If 
post-cleanup conditions change the Service’s assumptions, the CCP 
will be revised accordingly. 

32-5.  See response to comment 32-2. 
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32-6 
 
 

32-7 
32-8 

 
32-9 

 
 
 

32-10 
32-11 
32-12 
32-13 

 
32-14 

 
32-15 

 
32-16 
32-17 

 
 

32-18 
 
 
 
 
 

32-19 
 
 

32-6.  See response to comment 32-2. 

32-7.  As indicated in response to comment 32-3, soil erosion or 
dispersion will not be a concern in the areas that will become the 
Refuge. 

32-8.  In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation 
between the Refuge and the DOE retained area be “seamless” with 
few obvious visual differences.  Section 1.8 of the FEIS elaborates 
that the Service believes that a four-strand barbed-wire agricultural 
fence and/or permanent obelisks would demarcate the interior 
property boundary, keep any livestock out of the DOE lands, and 
clarify that the DOE lands are closed to public access.  Such a fence 
would not adversely affect the movement of wildlife across the site, 
and would not be visually obtrusive.  The Service has provided these 
recommendations to the RFCA parties. 
 
The Service will provide signs and displays conveying the history of 
the site, the location and nature of residual contamination, and 
relative risks associated with the Refuge. 

32-9.  The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that subsurface 
contamination does not exist in the area that will become the Refuge.  
The DOE will be responsible for the protection of the remedy 
facilities within the portions of the DOE retained area where 
subsurface contamination will remain, which includes preventing 
prairie dogs or other burrowing animals from accessing subsurface 
contamination.  While the Service will not be responsible for prairie 
dogs within the DOE retained area, and while subsurface 
contamination should not be an issue on the Refuge, as a management 
partner with the DOE it would be prudent for the Service to maintain 
a sustainable prairie dog population and to keep those populations 
away from the DOE retained area. 

32-10.  As directed by the Refuge Act, the DOE will retain 
jurisdiction over any response actions and will be responsible for the 
long-term monitoring that is required under CERCLA.  However, as 
addressed in response to comments 32-2 and 32-3, the area that will 
become the Refuge is currently clean enough to not require any 
response actions and will include only those areas that are protective 
of human health on the Refuge.  
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32-20 
 
 

32-21 
 
 
 
 

32-22 
 
 
 
 

32-11.  The proximity to a Superfund site within the DOE retained 
area will not appreciably affect the management of the Refuge.  The 
Service will continue to work with the DOE to facilitate long-term 
monitoring, and coordinate habitat management issues and 
emergency response. 

32-12.  See response to comment 32-3. 

32-13.  See responses to comments 32-2 and 32-3. 

32-14.  The lands that will become the Refuge will not require any 
cleanup, because contamination levels are very low.  The DOE will 
retain all of the areas that will be actively cleaned up, as well as areas 
subject to long-term monitoring. 

32-15.  See responses to comments 32-3 and 32-12. 

32-16.  See response to comment 32-3. 

32-17.  See responses to comments 32-2 and 32-8. 

32-18.  See response to comment 32-10. 

32-19.  The Service does not believe that there is an “optimum” 
population size at which the deer population will be self-regulating.  
While the Service considers the deer at Rocky Flats to be “resident,” 
they are part of a larger management unit that fluctuates annually 
based on habitat conditions and other factors.  For this reason, the 
Service proposes to establish a target population range that would 
guide wildlife and habitat management on the Refuge.  Hunting 
would be used as a management tool to control deer and elk 
populations.  Hunting also would be a recreational activity that would 
be compatible with the purposes and management of the Refuge.  
Objective 1.6 – Deer and Elk Management, and Objective 2.10 – 
Hunting Program, have been revised to better correlate the 
establishment and analysis of target population size and public 
hunting programs, and to clarify that hunting would be used as both a 
population management tool and a form of wildlife-dependent public 
recreation. 
 
With regard to the consumption of deer and elk meat, tissue samples, 
including edible meat tissues, of deer harvested at Rocky Flats in 
2002 have been analyzed for contaminants.  The results of the 
analysis indicate that there is no significant uptake of contaminants 
by deer or other wildlife species at Rocky Flats. 
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Comment 
# Letter #32 continued Response 

32-20.  See response to comment 32-9. 

32-21.  See response to comment 32-2.  The EPA and CDPHE have 
indicated that all of the proposed Refuge management activities, 
including prescribed fire, would be safe (Appendix D).  However, in 
response to concerns about residual contamination, the Service does 
not propose using prescribed fire on the eastern portion of the Refuge 
between Walnut Creek to the north and Woman Creek to the south 
(Figure 10).   

32-22.  See response to comment 32-2. 
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33-1 
 

33-1.  Thank you for your comments. 
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33-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 

33-3 

 

33-2.  Thank you for your comments. 

33-3.  Thank you for your comments. 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 131 Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

 



 
Comment 

# Letter #34 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

34-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 

34-2 
 
 

34-3 
 
 

34-4 

34-1.  Thank you for your comments. 

34-2.  The Service has recommended for implementation a modified 
version of Alternative B. 

34-3.  The Service believes that limited public hunting would be 
compatible with the purposes and management of the Refuge, and 
that it would provide an additional management tool for deer and elk 
populations.  Objective 1.6 – Deer and Elk Management, and 
Objective 2.10 – Hunting Program, have been revised to better 
correlate the establishment and analysis of target population size and 
public hunting programs, and to clarify that hunting would be used as 
both a population management tool and a form of wildlife-dependent 
public recreation.    

34-4.  As described in Section 1.9 Future Planning, a step-down 
Hunting Plan would be a component of a Visitor Services Plan.  The 
Colorado Division of Wildlife would be an important partner in the 
development of a Hunting Management Plan, as well as the ongoing 
implementation of the hunting program. 
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34-5 
 
 
 

34-6 
 
 

34-7 
 
 

34-8 
 
 

34-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 

34-10 
 
 
 

34-11 
 

34-5.  The Service agrees that aggressive weed management, 
including the development and implementation of an Integrated Pest 
Management Plan, should be an important component of the CCP.  
Alternative B includes the Services most aggressive weed 
management objectives and strategies. 

34-6.  The Service acknowledges that prairie dogs are an important 
component of the prairie ecosystem because of their contributions to 
community structure and ecosystem function.  However, the Service 
also agrees with the Wildlife Management Institute that any 
unsustainable growth of prairie dog communities may need to be 
managed to prevent adverse impacts to other species or communities, 
for restoration of degraded habitats, or to prevent the spread of prairie 
dogs into the DOE retained area. 

34-7.  Anticipated funding levels do not allow for limited public use 
and the highest levels of habitat restoration and monitoring.  
However, the Service believes that the funding and programs in 
Alternative B will be sufficient to protect and enhance important 
wildlife habitat on the Refuge. 

34-8.  The Service acknowledges the value of compatible scientific 
research opportunities on the Refuge, and would promote such 
opportunities.  

34-9.  As described in Section 4.4 of the DEIS and FEIS, Refuge 
facilities, including public use and maintenance facilities, would 
effect 1.1 acres of the Refuge.  The Service believes that the benefits 
of a management presence on-site outweigh the minor effects that the 
necessary facilities would have on Refuge resources.  Because the 
Refuge would be part of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal National 
Wildlife Refuge complex, the necessary office space for Rocky Flats 
would be limited to the needs of on-site staff.  The effects of these 
impacts would be minimized by co-locating office, maintenance, and 
public use facilities, and by constructing those facilities in areas that 
are already disturbed or degraded, and do not impact important 
wildlife habitat.  Objective 6.2 – Operations and Management 
Facilities has been revised to include measures to minimize habitat 
disturbances.  The Service has expressed an interest in co-locating 
Refuge offices and/or visitor facilities with the proposed Cold War 
Museum, if such a museum is established within close proximity to 
the Refuge entrance. 
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Comment 
# Letter #34 continued Response 

34-10.  In accordance with the Service’s “wildlife first” mission, 
those management objectives pertaining to wildlife and habitat 
management and protection would take precedence over public use 
activities. 

34-11.  Thank you for your comments. 
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